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C~ptor l: Thc- fer1nninP.s or Rcvtsion. 
e i:oov of Corrr.on 1-r~ ycr> orit'in 111 in South f.fr:l.c~ ot 

the time of th() firgt brj. t1sh occup ... tion of th<: Colony 
ip 179f. The pr1v1le~ed position o~ the Dutch Reformed 
Church not initially affected. Aft~r the s~cond occupot­
ion r f U 06 t h£J Anf"lican Church rradually recopnised as 
the • Fstabl2.shcd Church' • Rol-rrt Gray appoir:tcn first 
ti ~hop for the C.ope un~"ier Letters I-'n t f'nt frot: t.he Crcr ·n. 
( lf16) . The anor.alies of estobl1sh~ent. The Ccle~so 
case . ~he long case . J rivy Council ju~rerents in these 
cs scs. Effects of the judgemr•n t~' • The Chu~ch :1~cl'lred 
disestablished. First l ro~Jincio.l Syno:-4 1n ""cuth ~~rica -
lf7~. The Constitution of the Province and the Privy 
Council - the ' Third froviso •. ¥~rr~an v. ~i111ams -
t he Church of the I-rov1nea aocl.ored not to be the 
' Church of t-.nplwd :lrt South Africa '. Disc stablishr1r-nt 
and 1-t ivy Council judgcr-ents nc a r<? ·1 scn f or caution 1n 
rr.&ttrrs of rcv1sjon. The steps first to~~n to revise the 
l'oo~ of 1662. IrovinctoJ Syno~ of 1£70 and liturrical 
revision ., Schedule of per~~i tt£~d moliificntions 1 ssued by 
Episcopal Syncd in 1011. Influence of the 11f'vd. H.H. Prere , 
D. D. - §orr.{J l-'r1neipl£S g f Li'!(u;:e;1jAl R~fo\tlt Schen:e to 
combin matins, litany and eornun on scrv ce. Propcsa].~ §St ~bS~ .trrt 1ri10p 2f tb~ A[laDh2fi putlished ty the 'lcvd • 
• s. 'apeley 3Dd the Revd . c.J .:s. GO'..lld in l~l::J. frief 

biogl."uphical notas on I n;oeley and Gould - rwi ther J 1J.·E~ly 
to adopt a conserv ·tivfJ att 1 tude to the l3oo1,. of Cor-:rr.on 
1 r ayer. Tl'H oriy1ns o f l.rQ~osgJ,s and thP rc~esis of the 
•orahamsto-v .n <.itoup • - Dr. Prlps ll:Jter b1shop of <.;ro~;ams­
to rt 011d convener of the Liturgical Col"'n!i ttee . Roaetions 
to ltQPOQfll§• llc~w ochedulo or pr r~rittod rnod1ftcat1ons · 
jssued by tht- bishops in 1<115- no real advance upon l t lJ . 
'lhc pocition in l9lf. 

ChDptct ll: frgno§&l.!i For .• tn~ R£Y' st,on .. P.f. tig Ant''Pbota . 
Ccns1dr·ration in detail of the J'omphlet ty ia?e l ey :1nd 
Gould. Influenor. of the RPvd . w. c . Bishop. f<i~hop ' s 
article - Th 1-1" r- t v Fcm of C r.sc:-cr t • ·.rr,ur:ent 
o!' thfl !rtic e. Hf~ccnstruction o.f th<" r.r m1 tiv!' anaphcra 
... it~ universality - scher.:e of' thr1nl"s?ivin~s f<)r ::11 Gcd's 
savinp t-1c.rlf" - l~J ossinr or1r1nal l y eoHival('r~t of th:.;n~sp.iv-
1nr. - other features or t~odern "•nap~.orns (invccotion ~ 
words of institution) introdue o into e~rJior scheme -
cons i <kr:ltion of early i.nvocntions. An e stimate of Dishop ' s 
argument. VJ. ·,y~ of r..odcrn schr l tJrship. L.ict?.r:ann • s 
hyrothosis oomrored with Bishop ' s . lnfluenc€ of J:ishot: • $ 
article upon J·riposnl§. nu~r:mry or i·he ar{lurr:cnt cf latter 
p3rn}:hlet .... J '=" sb ble~sin~?"s flrf-' 1 h~m;~sei~linP.s - or_im:t. tive 
an&Jhoros tyr4 i-fied by the pattern of the anaphora in 
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the £\postolie Co,n~ti t ut1onch &ok VIII .. t> tt .. n ccn.,ists 
of than; srivfl'lr s rr(-•ntH7d in lot;ical or lar - cc.n··iri- rut ion 
or early invocations ... pr:ct!C'll supPest:l.or...:: i or r£vision. 
Consideration or tho anaphtra arr~njcd to ftOP£331§• Som 
estimate of' thr· st le of tt 'lr.arhora. !ts soureca. Frtare• s 
vie\' or 1 tt value. Galli can features cf this r.marhora. 
Cnly one phrase cl' th naphora in final South African l"1te. 
Words c..f adrdni .:;trnt1on s ~""e os present Sr.uth : rican rorrn. 
Means by t;hich thi~ became :1ncorpQrated 1n final rorm. 
Referoncc to the proposed Graharstown pro-anophcra. In£1U• 
encc of I~! shop' s hyrothos1s upon South Arricon revision. 
Thnnlrsgivin? and lorical order consistent pr1nc1plos of 
rovi.sors. Estim~t~ of the contribution of foze:t ey ~!nd 
Gouln. 

i:.?a~tsr .,l II:~ The l· ,...~ 11W of the l'roposed r·or~ or 19lf . 
t rr froL rnzeley and Gould in roply to criticisms ot 

[ryp;~als• t'oeific ticn of th.:~ir v!e11to <.n -:-ovi 1on. 
U<.vival o: 1ntere!:t in Iroposgis nnct in liturrical m~ttars 
generally. Var1cus · tt1 tuJ.es n l;rovince to rovision. 
Revision not to re local - fear thnt revision oirht se ar~te 
Frovinet from Church of ,nyland. •tnr1chncnt • r ther than 
revision dos1 .. ed by ~or.:e. Others des!rinr. sonie closor 
nppro~ir.nt,.on to the pclttPrn of tho Homan oass. lnfluonea 
or the ' Grahemstown fll'OUP • - f'hc:'lps no;.r b1nhop ot Grah"1~s­
town. Fhel ps •s proposnl in the Episcopal Synod of 1016. 
Gould ' s r..rticlo pr~y;jdi1on or th~ ~:.!fnhnr&s~te C"ll21l 1n 
~hutch Chron1Gl~;tute~ repr!ntaa :n pnu.ph et form. Ito 
inf'-Ur>nec Up(.n th s~cr<:td Synod cf the a·! C.C'3SO or Gr!lhams­
tob~ 1n 1017. Resolution of this Synod rer,ucsti~~ the 
tlsho~s to r~oceed with r~v1s1on in ·ccordnncc with reneral 
principles of ! ropo;a:ts. Rosr·J.ution of fpiscop3l Synod 
of 1~17 consequ~nt upon this request. ~rchbi~hop Cortar's 
doubts as to the wisdom of revision. Fubl1cat1cn of the 
lropo~gd r~rm· The ~orm scnt , with R0. crt ro. [C4 of the 
Convocation ot Cnnt~rl ury, to the chapters c.f th(! dioceses 
1n ~'outh Africa. Corr.m( nts frvrr cimptt-rs. 1: r alys:l s of the 
s .:~pe nd contents of the 1-roppsP.d F~rm. (.onslderub1c 
1rxfluenee of Gould upon 1 t ,. 1:-ref:..~ce to thC' Form ..... ueh 
evidence of the effects •. f ~ .c.B1shop • s hypo tho sis. 

~hiP't';r IV; The First Alt· EG~~tYP. F£tt~ of 1919. 
rcre s t.eoornndlllt to th<. ~ou ~h I 1'::-iean l>ishopa - B$2ll£b . "srtSHi 

l 0" F · G th 5c L t \rvu-
• on of the men1oront1Utt 'll.:i th sp~cial attci: ion o l''roro' s 
surl'l"est1or.s for a form o,. in-vocation. Lockton'!1 review 
of the r rca22~~ Frrm 1r C~yt£h < unrtctJ.x [,ts;y1g~ • I:.uch 
lets f~vcur~b y cisposod t an rrera. ryrctcr1no u~1tt~e 
rcr.ort on F'tonoscd Fgx:m and ConvC"cat1on ~rrcrt No. EC :· . 
hcports fro~ th~ chafters of the d'oceses or Cn~e To~n, 
Craharnsto~n nnd St. Jobn • s . So~c discussion of frctor1a 
Lropert .. much thP. mont ~etr.~iled of ·1ll tho r€'ports, l.ater 
influence cf J r~tc rio rep~rt. lt~bl1cat1or of Alt·rr,:1t!v~ 
Forr. of 1~19 ... 1 rc re' a ro~mora~du~ thC" se:urce c,f c..lrtost 
all the new a(.d.i. t1ons . Con!dderotion or the preface to 
the r'clriJ. Arptlt:"'r-nt. o~ thf' rraf{-)CO .. need fo.r refcrm -
thonl' sriving end logicaJ order str-essed. Phf:'' .. f.'S rrobnbly 
author c;f th( preface. Influence of H. C. Biohop. clo~rly 
evtdc:nced ty idt!os expressed in pref-C;o. J<'rcrc ' s raview 
of f.l trtn:l!t!YC:> I"gt,. r:ut. ric providinr for supplClt er:t:try 
ct.nsecr"'tion. l)jf.,ieultios roised 't...y rutrle . t-rera•s 
critic isms of. ~~orne re"'.ar1 .. s on the ~ethod and r:aehinC'l'Y 
tlSHl 1n revision. Respective p:Arts rJ.oyed ty I,J tureie"'J 

C,;oo iittee, itiscopal Sync~ :...nd i ro".:inci&l Jynoo . 

C!laPt;er V: T!"e •epilrl!:ts1s Controversy• 
~ ttaclt s uz;on th( inv(.c::1tion f'f th 1n1n 1·'c:~rm. Those basad 
' n '~ssurption the t irrvccqtfon follows uron ar · lrearly 



C:()tnrleted •westfl.rn ' :orn, of con -ecr~tion ( l . e . t~ry 
rr:airltnined th"Jt thr Anrl icon rites defined the wc·r~s of 
1nsti tution as 1mon:ent of ~onsac~r~ticn ' ) Cr"' ticio~ of 
the , ,e: r· ... t v f or f'rorn th€ r i oceta? of St .. 1 chn t s. 
fub11co.t em of 1~ ·1o rcrn: roa~es t.t~ttE>r pub) ic . C.rl ticisrn 
of the Form by Dean rlulmc oi rloc~fontein. Hulr.e ' s 
curious fr,t ( rp"et tion of t he !nvoc~tion . \he •Eleen.• 
fcnte1n use •. ThP. pl3in tr"Etu!inr o. the 1~'19 invcc..Ition. 
The term 'oblation '. q~. olut:t.ons of f·!'ovin~i~.l Sy11c'd l.f11~h 
Genero.J approval fer t.he F'orr-· by ::. nnrrow majority. Re .... 
quest for further cor:sid~ration to b~ given to dete.i) s or 
Fcrm. Thl=l eJection of nssecsors to constf·t with the bishops. 
! stiL.~tc cf i nfluence of a ssesscrs. Details or revision 
f <- r 192C. Thr contenpcrory pc•s1t ion in Tnplnnd - the 
Fhrl1sh r evision of 1P27/~ t oo l ate to in£luence South 
Afric:m Fcrr.:-.. Scuth Afric an bishops t de sir~ t o hnve Pore 
confir~ed by secon1 consecutive session of Irovincial 
Synod - the rf)fore initial ly unw1111n~, to rr.nl .. e rn.'lter1al 
alt<>rations to it. Furt her cri.t1c 1sm o f the I•orm from 
Grahares town. The aprearance of the Revd. J .T.D~rrarh ,D.D., 
as a leadinr orponevt of the Form. Darrarh'~ character. 
·~ ho Natal p~ti tion against the invocation ... 1020. Oorragh 1 s 
cog~1d~~:~1~~s attached to the petition. Arg:~ent of 
~Q r.i~le t;E: i~- consecration mus t fol l ow ei+:hcr E;·stcrn 
or'Jestern for m - no thir .1 fc.rn porsible ; rul'ric on supple­
u:cnt:lry consecration rr:a es South .a.frican Form \!estern -
invccatior1 1s, thernfore , out of pl ace - at-eurcmt frc..m the 
Scottish .rito - arfun;~nt from the mar1ual cc ts of 1G62 • 
.. /::.luc of .>arragh • s arrwncnt as sessed. Vie\'IS of ;;\npl:t.can 
liturgists. Lpiscopal Synod returns Fortr to · iturnical 
Cott.mi ttee for further cons1doration. .0•.1.rrarh • s controversy 
with Frere about invocation. ~i~ilar controversy ~ctween 
bi~hop Ncsh of Cape To\ .. 'tl ~nd t.he Revd. t .• c . Hodson of N·_.tal. 
L~pe To~~ petition ag~inst invoention. lnflur ncc of the 
Revd. Fr. Bull, s. s.J. L<.. Publ ication of thr• f·retc..:r1a. ' draft­
rite '. Tho anaphora of t he l'r·~toria draft. ,:~if'ht of 
various obJections to the ~lt~ty~t1vq lotm. Compromise 
decision of Episcopal Syno in ~i. Statemcr.t by bishops 
on ' thf'clOt7Y of consecration'. Influenc e of ~: .C . f•ishop • s 
hy~othcsis on this statomento Som~ es timnta of the eon• 
tinued 1nflufn~e of Ba2el ey and Gould after the rublic~ticn 
of !:roeosala. Inconclusive nature cf the evidence for 
this. 

CbQpter VI: The final stayes. 
!he- publlcc.tion of the Nat al ' dre.ft• r1te •. ~·crl .. c-f some 
t ody as ~atal p~tltton . Cnnsiderab3e mrdif1cat1on of 
view expressed 1r· r) ... rravh ' s Cop.s!dfiat1cns. The onaphcra 
o! the !vntlll rite. The expor!nenta Al t e rpatiye Fotm 
issue:d by f .. p:.scopal byrlO{i in 1~22. InflU<'l'lCC of i\iestErn ' 
ideas. Fcrm resc:ln1ed in lq~;~ a~'ld replac~d by final fon:; 
of 192-1. t:roposal to send Forms of 19~~£ and 19~3 to the 
•.L'"t1beth ' cot mittee or l.iturrical expf"rts . r·o evidence 
of th·.~ ir ooinr sent; no cvj.d.ercc of ··nswer received l.cfore 
:1. ~ nal ratification ot rite. I;rovir1cial Synod of l!-'24-
Form or:proved w1.thout ;1acussj.on. LiturE!Y fi,:ed . Later 
critic isms of the 1924 Form. 

Tendenc ies present in South l-ifrican revisiorl - uniforrr..-
1 t y, conso.rvatist""1 idc·,llsr.;. History of .rev \ sion surrroar .\ sed . 
Influence of W. C. I!ishop , Frere , Western rites . Criti.c:lsms 
of the Sout h African form as •cuddled '• The theolory of 
the bishgrs examined. w .C .Li~hop• s hypothesis traced 
throu,h pazeley t nd Gould, l helpst L~tur~ical Committee, 
and F.piseopol Synod to l·rovincial Synod. Cbjcctions to 
this view considered. The reol maaninr of tho present 
rubric on suppl~mentary consecration. Thu bishops ' view 
or the rite as • sacr:1.f1cc.' The South ~frican r1 to dclj,h;r­
ately intended to refl~ct sere ' thc-olopy of consecration• 
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as w.C.B1shop maintained was to ba found 1n i:lll primitive 
a.naphoros. 

tl~eog~s;s}~· i'hc rex of the Anuphora o.r. the Propgsnls or lr'l~. 
2)ThP Text o! tho An<:phoro o!' tl~e •. d for"' of 1~1£. 
3)The Text or the Anarhorn of the ~ ttvo-~errr of 1~10. 
4)The T~xt or the Anaphcra of the ~ ~rsrt Rita or 1n21 • 
.S)The Text or tho Anaphora of the Hato.l Draft Rite or 1921. 
6)~~~ Text or the Annphora or th~ A~tc.rgQ~!ye ~sr~: or 1024. 
7) (a) A List of tho Princip=l Collect ons of ·oc~:cnts 

relating to the history of the ~outh Afr1car. Euchnristie 
Rite. 

(b) Iloto .. '11~e P.re$ont Stat{. of the Docur··cntary Evidence. 
€ )bit)lj.ography. 

Alternative Fo~ 

A.C.VIII. 
c or1 s 1d c rations 

Constitution & 
Cenorls 

• ,.,,. Alterr.~tiV(' foro o! t~le Cr-1ar for 
t!1e fldr.:1ni~trat1on o~ th(' t!oly Corr.r·u'licn, 
(various cd:!ticns, 1010 - ·192~~) 

... Apo t'to l j_c Con :lti tutions, Eook V 111. 
- Consi~erationf: bear .!nP. .:r1 the 'f eti tion 

to tnP :.riseopal Gynod, eddro~sed to 
tho lord 1 ishcp of . 'a tal . 

- Th~ Conntitution and Conons of tha Church 
of the I·rcvinc~ of :;outh 1\fricn. 
(v~riouc e~!tions~ lf7C - 1950) 

C.~ .H . - Ch,Jreh ~U"~rterly ~eviaw. 
Historical Records - The ;'1stcJO:icrl fioeordo o.r th•:' C~nrch of 

tho Prcvincc of South ~fricn, ccrrilcd 
by C.Lawis and G.r.EdwDrds. 

Pror,osals 

Proposed Fom 

.. :t roposals for tht:~ Revision of the Annphcra, 
by J.n.:>azeloy and c.J.r .Goul·1 . 

- Tho Propoaeti T'on-: of the South African 
Liturgy. 

rne oditions or the nltrrnotive South At~ican Liturgy 
ora a.lW:lYS referred to b,Y the da·te of p~2blicat1on, 
whi¢h is ususl:ly, but not always, tho year follot. tne 
that 1n "'hich t..'l(l edi tio~1 was a!' fl"l:'Vod by t:pisccpal 
Synod. 
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The l·rayer FooJr of the Church of r:rwlsnd reached 

~Iouth Afriea as a part of the ostablishr:ent of !':) British 

f,dmin1strat1on at the Cope. In its new onvt.rcnmont it 

ot·viously required some revision- The &ot.(' of 1662 reflect­

ed the political and svciol condi tS.ons of its tice. lt 

was designed for a Church not immadiately concerned with 

missionary work amongst heathen peoples but directly estab• 

lished under the Crown. Tha eircur.:stances of a Church in 

thf-:1 colonies, particularly when the colonies bee3lne selt­

povPrn1ng, roqu1red sorr.o ~odcrn1sation or languare, somo 

on1ission and adaptn.tion of old prayers and sotie ar1di tion or 
new ones. Yet the Chu:reh appears to have teen wary of 

attcmptinv anythinr more than this, r.md it was especially 

reluctant to make any revision which ftight 1r:;ply a doctrinal 

change. The cons~cration prayer in the liturpy -•our 

incomparable liturry' - was particularly sacrosanct by 

virtue or lonp usc and th~ aeeretion cf ~entinentol assoe• 

1at1ons. Revision of this part of the boolt would r:mturally 

bo slo~ and. hesi tall t, rn·1 this 1s the rcvtsion with tih1ch 

~e ara concernedt - the most 1rterest1nr and 1tporta~t 

part of the histcru of the South Af'ri.can Troyer l?cc!~. It 

cannot t1e divorced, of C()Urset rrerr the wider satt1r.r of 

the ~molE process of' revision, but r;:.ust t-€' seon cs Pt'lrt or 
:1 t. This char ter is conePrned w:t th the eircur st:.mcos of 

tho first sl~~ steps in rev1sion 9 end deals net sc rnuch 

tdth the anaphora itsolf, as t.;ith the ouchsristic rite in 

r,erH..~ral. l-artly this is O'V11nr to the foct that th<? first 

corH-Jervative t.ovos tcwnrds a ne\·1 rroycr rool~ J crt t ho ana­

phora untouched, but partly also to the faet thnt revision 

of the nnaphorc can only be S(;en in a proper perspective 

auainst the history of the Church in CcPth Afr1ea us a \mole. 



From the st~rt, thouph their action required eon• 

firma tion by l'rcvinc 1-.. 1 Synod.1 , the 1n1 tia ti ve lay wi tb tho 

bishops of the t:rovinoo. This 1s a sir,n:t!"ieant fact, since 

those responsible for the flOVc•rnment of the Church a.re not 

J.ikely to be revolutionary in their a ttitude to anything. 

The south African bishops,in particular, were conservative 

®d not revolutionary beeaus~ of the trcf,'ic con}:,lox of 

li tigction which surrounded th.o orip.ins or a separate prc·­

vince or the AnR11can Church 1.n this country. lt is a part 

of our history of which we nre not pr oud, but nev-ertheless 

an 1mr<..rtant one, and an understanding of theso events is 

essential to an appreciation of the history v!' revtsion. 

l!opt or tho relevant 1rlfortrotion 1s av<Jilable 1n tne H~§~Rt• 

ietl,fifiSOf\\;j .. 2!: the CtUU:Sh,q;[, tfJi ftOViijSE:r ( t 99U~b e.f.t;&.Cit 

compiled by Cecil Le't1is and o . E. Edwards and to ~ cited 

her(;s:f't$r simply as H1§ts;trieol Be;:c£2i• Yet the story is 

no\,.ilere sGt out in or1e strsightforwardt coherent and easily 

accessible ~ocount, 

Tha history ot the prov1nc~ t •1 P"if.!:s with tha first 

British oceups t1on of the Cape or 1.795 • lf't3. Non~inslly 

th~ British Government actod with th~ eonsent of and on 

behalf of the !·rinee ·of Crange, and tho occupation l<Jas a 

temporary onet endin{l' with the fesce of Aroiens. Dnr1ng the 

period of the oeetlpat1on the Dutch :lefor~ed Church rat:ained 

virtunlly the •established • Chtirch, · thourh it was not strictly 

a ' state • Church since the colony was never diroetly ~d· 

ministered. by a Dutch gc,,~l'Jitncnt until u ·o::?\.then Britain 

rel.i nqu1shed control to the puppet Batnvie.n Republic. ln 

i~aRgfEIEYEi9n~a~· .·c~¥onelir7o~; ·A.rticic ~~ ·- printed 1n · 
pomp . et fo.r!!l y V• 1 am l:i"cste:;r of Cape To'-'ln. Ttl(:! ~~·1cst 
reeent edition of COJJ§t~tt!~~on gpd CUD qp(l950) rer-ains 
substantially unal·tered as rerords the ccnstituti(.:n, and 
footnotes to the text indicate sueh chan~os as have been 
made since lf 7C , with the date or a!t'endlt~mt. . 
2 . l:11itof;eal R~csu:~g. P• 5. Bet' era the occupation the colony 
wns adm nistered by the ~utch EaDt India Company. 
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lt06, on the rene~al or hostilities with Franco, Britain 

ara1n seized control of the Cape and, as in 1'795, the Church 

or Enyland, in the persons of civil and military ehapla1ns, 

appeared in the wake of British colonial administration. 

lni tially the pr5 v11eged pos·• tion cf the Dutch Church was 

not much affected, but by slow degrees, and particularly 

after the Cape was finally cedffd to Great ~r~. ta:ln in 1£15, 

the Ghurch or u'lgland assumed the pos'l tion of o. state Church, 

as by law established. l 

The Church of Enpland in the colony cannot have 
. ,r;) 

beerJ an inspiring tody • .:· The civil chaplains, lih~ thei.r 

tr.111tary counterparts, were appolntod by a de~artrent of 

of the stato/~and they held a p!'j.vilGgad position. The 

Governor as corrtmander ... in ... chief controlled n11itary chaplai ns. 

As the person exeretsing all the eceles"astical. preroretives 

of an ordinary, he controlled t he civil chaplains alsc.A 

ThEire was no bishop at first to exercise ordi.nary jurisrHctiorJ, 

and such episcopal fth.cticns as were perfcrmed 1:1 the first 

half of th;; nineteenth century were thoss tmdertaken by 

visiting bishops on their way to or fror- India. Cne such 

visitor, bishop ~Jilson of Calcutta, made a most depressint. 

re~o.rt upon the f."'Ondi tion of th~ Church in the Cape. 5 

The first bishop for the Cape was oppcinted, 

s1 l!t:i.ficarltly by Letters hiltent frotr: thG ~ ueer1, in the 

rwmal coux•se of' the ndr;:inistration of t.he Rsta'blishe.d cr.urch. 

~rhG L-etters I o.tent tH minated Rr,bert Gr ay as Lord Fishop6 

of Cnpe 1'ov.JD ond deftnfld his .~ioccse GS ' the Cape of Gc·od 

Hope and 1 ts de~endencies, w1 th the lsland of St Helena. t7 
n . . m - - - ,., • . I t ; ' . t ., , • 



:8: 

The state of 3ffairs in this new a iocese, when Gray came to 

it, cannot have been satisfactory. The governor relinquished 

ordinary jurisdiction t o the new bishop, but ~ivil chaplains 

continued t o exist and to be appointed by the government.l 

The Church's control of its places of worship, where these 

existed, was both tenuous and complicated. Some had origin­

ally been garrison chapels, built and owned by the army. 

Some stood on land granted to the Church by the ~overnor on 

behalf of the Cro~n as the head of the establishment. Some, 

like Gray ' s ovm metropolitical church in Cape To~m, represent­

ed the capital investment of a joint-stock company paying 

its divi dends from the pew rents . 2 A few had been built 

and endO\-Ied by pr ivate persons; others by subscriptions from 

the faithful. All told there vrere not many church bu:l. ldings 

and t hey were widely scattered. They passed in the end, through 

the generasity of government, shareholders ( some of whom 

were not even Christians), ana private inaiviauals, into the 

control of the Church, but at the time of Gray ' s arrival the 

question of ownership was far from clear. 

These '\>Tere complications inherent in establishment; 

yet no one seems to have doubted that the Anglican Church 

i n this country was in some sense established. 3 The Church 

was, as it were , a part of the British system of eovernment . 

There arose very early, however, a series of events which 

very seriously called in question the position of the Uhurch 

i n South Afri ca. Out of the tangle of aisapreement, tension, 

ana distress which mar ed the disestabl~shment of the 

Church, three law-suits may be easily distinguished as of 

t he first i mportance , The first concerned the position of 

the bishop of Cape Tc.wn as metropolitan, the second his 

l .C.Gray - Life of Robert Gray, loc .cit, 
2.~., Vol.I, pp . l62- 165, quoting from letters of bishop 
Gray. 
3.Lm:Tther Clarke -Constitutional Church Government§};.aao 



right to su~~on synods, and the third the Church's right 

to own property. i. ithout t'letropolitan, synod or property, 

the Church could hardly have continued to exist, except .os 

a department of the state or o.a an extension of the Iro­

vinco of Canterbury. 

In lf ·17 Gray receiv!ld the Lctt+.>rs l&tent al:re~dy 

referred to. ln July lf53 the Cape Colony was r.rantod 

Reprascntati~e Govern~ant, which meant a considerable modi­

tieation of the prerogntive r1ehts of the Crown within the 

Colony. On November 23rd or that yeur, after Oray had ar­

ranged for tho division of h1s original dioeeso into three 

parts, IJotters P.ntent were issued to John Ui 1 11otr· Colenso, 

ns bishop of Natalt and to John Armstrong , as bishop ot 

GrahQ!j;stown.l Gray received his secon1 Lette~s l~;t$nt as 

bishop of a reduced diocese of Cape Town and es metropoli• 

tan, n fortnight later. 2 Bishop Gray later denied that 

he had ever 'res1gr.ed 1 his first Lettera f'atent. 3 At all 

events, theso dates were of ecnsiderable iEportanco in the 

controversy that lator centred round the p~rsonalit1es of 

Gray nnd Col.enso. lt could be, and was, held that after 

July lf63 the Crown could no l cnv.er appoint b1shcna for the 

CapG by means of Letters latent. It coUld also bo held that 

at the time of Colen so 1 s appoint.ttent as bishop of thtal no 

such offico ~s that of matropclitan existed. This was 

maintained 4 in spite of the f;'!et that Colen so took an oath 
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ot obedience to Gray at the time of his consecration nnd 

again after Gray1 s second Letters f'atent hnd t-een issued. 

Finally it could be argued that nobert Gray, lord bishop 

of Cape tom1 under the first !.etters latent was not the 

same person ~at .law as Robert Gray,. lord l-i shop or Cape 

Town under the second Letters futent. 

In lf 57 bi.shop Gray sunw:oned his first Diocesan 

Synod.l A clergyman named lAnf r~fusad to recognise the 

validity of the sutmtons, holdint• that synods were contrary 

to tho laws and customs of the Church or En~land .2 Exactly 

the sarn.e thing harpone(l again in lH31, 3 nnd1 eventually, 

after he had b~en deprived of his office for contumacy by 

bishop Gray, Long a,pplied to the Suprerr.e Court of the 

Colony fer an 1nterdtct to prevent the bishop from carrying 

out the sentence. ~fuen Gray carne to show cause in the Court, 

why tbe decree should not be rnado absolute, the Court ruled 

in the bishopts tavour.4 Already, hcwevor, it was being 

runde clear that ther~ were all sorts cf ano~alies inherent 

in the very e~istenca of a Church 'of F~gland' in sone other 

country. Lonr.: appealed to the Judicial Comitt,:e of the Privy 

Coune11; but their jUdgement was not ~iven until a£ter the 

Coli?nso aff:dr ha.d beeon.c a vital 1ssue. 

Colenso was ~1elatsd to Gray for heresy in lf6l and 

again in U.r:!2. .. ') Gray consulted tho Archbishop or Canterbury. 

The English bishops, while condemning Colenso •s ~2k~nntatX.on 

Rgmans, felt unabla to proceed against a. bishop ~'belonging to 

1,. I I tor1c 1 c .r pp~ 'a9 & 146 · ' · 
2. ,Gray- i hQP Qr'? Vol.I .p,419. 
s. C .Gray , Vol . .PP• 472 f. 
4. ~stor!;!l B~eptds,pp. lSl- 165. 
5.e deta~ls ot Colonso •s teaching are not relevant here. 
They are pi ven in H1r;$Qricat i1eegrgf J.PP• 161ft. 'See also . . 
A.T. Wirgman • ti£§ o! ~amGs ,Qrein n partisan account) choP• 
ters 2,3 &. 5. For eomment on l\ rgroan as author ond scholar• 
in another , thOUl-"h related conta:xt, sec ftU·l£Sb iYQrtitlll R§-: 
XiiW, April,lE97 p.92.) 
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n d1st3l'lt jur1sd1ction".1 Gray proceeded in lf63 to c1te 

Colenso to B!Hear before birr. 1n the f .etropc.litnn t s Court2 • 

Colenso, who did not ~ppear 1n porson, appooled from Gray's 

sentence3 to the Privy Council. Colenso appealed on the 

ground that Gray had no jurisdiction over htm.4 This wns 

tbe same year that the f·rivy Council gave its judgerent in 

the Long ease.(l~G3). ln the l¢ng ease the lrivy Council 

had hcld5 that Gray's second Letters ~at~nt had never been 

valid, since they ho.d been issued after the establishn:ont 

ot constitutional gcvernmcnt nt tho Cape, and that his or1• 

«inal totters had ceased. to be ef~''active when the Diocaee 

was divided. Gray, t hereforo, eould hnv no such coercive 

jurisdiction as an Enylish diocesan would have hod, and his 

authority was limited to that vhieh the merobers of the 

Church, as a voluntary association, were w1111ny to allow 

htc to exorcise. The judge~ent 1n effoet rrave Long the use 

and control or the prop\:rty o1' the church at which he was 

m1n!st~r1ng1 but could not com~el the bishop to lieonse 

him to the cure or souls there.e 

Two yGars after this, in lf65, the! l'rivy Cc.unc1l 

also pronounced judgement in the Colenso case .7 Eere its 

findings ~-ere that the Crown could not mska Gray n.etropol1-

tan by Letters ratant; that unless Colen so l-Jas w11l1nP' to 

accept Gray's authority, Gr~y could have none over him, 

since the office of netropolitan had not existed at th~ 

time When Colenso was made bi shop; nnd that th~re wa& no 

way, in law, in which Grey could inhibit Colenso. Colenso 

eventually, also by 11t1fttt1on, secured possession cr Church 

1: ~~~tor:rs;r :yecoreii pp. 167. · · • 
2. ~. ray- o~.c7t,, Vol:II. pp.S9l£f. 
3. For theoxt of tho sentonce see c.Gray"sD 1c1t. ,Vol . II . p.S~tf. 
4. Histo~~J. aqcords pp, 169f, 
s. ~cxt.dray·gt.ci~e ,Vol.II . pp.577rt. 
6, h1s~or1cn~ ltf'CO.J:Sli pp. 15S ,. 7. 
7. Tex 1n C,Gray- op,c:tt•, Vol. II. J:p ,64lft. and see II~gtot~cal 
fiqcotg·i, pr: . 17lff. 
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r-roperty 1n r otal 3lld of his sal:~ry from the Colcnial Bisnop• 

ricD F'und . l so, almost by aeeident, the tiny Anglican Chureh 

1n South Africa tcunJ itself disestablished; and it round it­

self, also, dooply divided by sehism. !f it could no lonrer 

be rovcrnod by bishops appo1ntod by the Crown, it must have 

sorr1e othar means of appo1nt1np. thom.2 In lf66, the year after 

the final Colenso judge~ent, Gray surrmonod a Provincial Con­

ference to prepare the way for the settiny up of the rrovin­

eial Synod, the surroree legislative body of the Church 1n 

South Africa. 

frov1ne1al Syncd ~et for the first ti~e in lf70.3 

It draw up n eonst1tut1on for the church, nc¥ to be known 

as the Cbureh of the Provinco of South Afriea. This const1• 

tution had been drafted by the bishops in Epincopal Syncd 

1n lf63, ~nd was finally confirmed by frcvinc1ul Synt d in 

1£76.4 At the time or the promulr nt1on of the constitution 

it was only n~tural that tho Privy Council sho·1ld bo regarded 

with some suspicion, not only on account of the special cir­

cumstances of tho Lonr and Colenso judge~ents, but also be­

causo of the state of affairs in the Church 1n Engl anJ. The 

tosition of ece1es1ast1oal courts in England was obscure, and 

it was doubtful h0\«7 far any or th#?m could exercise nn effec• 

tive jurisdiction. Tbe final eourt ir ecclesinstic1l causes 

\ as the frivy Council, Pnd a gr~et many rcr.L~rs of th~ Church 

of F~glond had refusQd to regard its find1nr s an binding upon 

the conscionee.s frosoeutions for ritualism• or more properly 

cerer.:on1cl1sm, gave the \t1hole ques tion a certain proreinence 

end made clenr tb.e weal-ness of the system. Archbishop Tnit9 

four years after the £1r~t suss1on of Provincial Synod in 

1. Historical necords ,p.i74. · 
2. Cog§~1tutlgn and CAR9Q§ (l£7C), r.5.{see note 1 to this 
chapter • 
a. Hi t icn a c pp.f9ff. 
4. o sti ut o ~ (l95C) p.S 

• 1 

6. cr. recom· endations of he R~yal ConmJis~ion on F~clasiastieal 
Discipline in P.ell - flpndp}l Orvid~oD p.471. 
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this country, tried to solve the problem by means of the 

Regulation of Public Worship Act.1 It was in the atmosphere 

of the years immediately pr eceding the passage of this ac t, 

and immediately following upon the judgements of the Privy 

Cotmcil in the Lon? and Colenso cases, that the constitution 

of the Church of the Province wa s drawn up. Its terms re­

flect suspicion of the powers of the Privy Council in a very 

marked degree. The Preamble to the Constitution lays down 

that the standards of faith end worship are to be those of 

the Church of England. It is of importance to note that one 

of those standards is the Book of Co~mon Prayer wnich the 

Church of the Province expressly 'receives' in the constitu­

tion, disclaiming the right to alter any such standards.2 

In spite of this express waivinr of the ri 7 ht to alter the 

standards of' the Church cf England, including t he Prayer 

Book, both the second Proviso (infra ) and Article X of the 

Constitution clearly envisage the possibility of liturrical 

revision. Article X (q.7. ) explicitly states that such re­

vision shall conform to the spirit and teaching of the BroY 

of Common Prayer. These apj.arently conflicting provisj.ons 

in the constitution have resulted, in effect, in the pro­

duction of a revised Prayer Book to be used as an alterna­

t 1.ve to and not a s a substitute for the 1662 Book. After 

the preamble there f oJ.l0'\'1 the three Provisos . The first of 

these was inserted to enable the Church of the Province t o 

accept any subsequent amendr",ent tha t might be made to the 

~ormularies of the Church of England. The second makes 

similar provision f or the Prayer Book, making it possible 

for the Church of the Province to accept any Engl ish 

1. For the circumstances of the framing of this act; 
Davidson - Archibald Campbell Tait Chapters xxiv- rLvi. 
2. Cons titution and Canons (1950 ) pp.7f. 



or Pan·Anglie81'1 revision. The third• and cClnstitutionally 

r~ost important, provides that the Church or the i·rovinee 

shall not be bound by the decisions of any tribtmal other 

than its own eeclasiastical courts or such ctht?r courts as 

I)ront"Jcial Synod nay reeoenise.l In tc·rl!!s or this prcv1so1 

then, tho doeisions of' tht7; Judicial Cor:m:1ttee are no core 

bintH-nr upon the prov1nco than upon e.ny other non•established 

religious bor1y w1.th1n the Commonwealth, 

The 1mmed1llt~ effoct of the third proviso wes, at 

least in the eye~ ~f the courts, to sever all lerel connection 

between the Church of the l'rovinee and the Church c,f · n~land.. 

!t was not lonp before this was mude abundantly elear. In 

lffO a suit wa$ heard in the Supreme Court of the colony 

between bishop ~~crr1man of Grahar;stown and \~:llliams, his 

dean. Tho bishop had deprived tho dean, after citin~ him 

in his Diocesan Court. for violat1n~ the eo~~on law or the 

Church. 2 He thee applied to t.he Supreme Court to enfcree 

his sentence. The cosa turned upon the rights ot a bishop 

of the frov1nee over property belonging to the Church or 
Lnrland, i.e. over the cathedral in Oroharnsto~n and over the 

doan as its roctor.s The court hclrl, in the dean's favour , 

that a bishop appointed 1n terms ot the constitut~.on and 

hot by Letters l·atont cculd not be the l~gal sueceosor and 

hc1r or a. bishop appcinted by !.etters r a tent. 

The bishop appealed to the l)rivy Ccuneil. This 1s 

not as illogical as it sounds. Ho had applied to the Supreme 

Ccur·t or- the colony to enforce by law the rules ot the assoc­

iation ( 1.o. the Church) to whieh be and Williams both belonged~ · 

He afterwards appealed to the frivy Council, not as an inter-
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pr~ter of ecc,es1ast1ca1 law, but as the court of appeal in 

colonial causes. 1 The jufigratrent. of the Ju~licinl Cot:m1ttee2 

acc.urnes that the Church o~ n~land can ex1st. outside En~land; 

but that, because of the third rr;· vi so, the Church of the 

I rcr~r.l nee eannot bo tf)nt Church . The rivy C<.uncil n.lso 

rulod that• althourh the Letters fatent of thP earlier bishops 

were no lcr:~er effective and 9lthcuph Lett.nrs latent could 

no lcny(;r be 1 ssued, yet those ori &,)' ins.l I.,etters had created 

a cort:oration eapable of hol. 31nr proporty bolonvinp to the 
~ 

Church tor hnttland • end not to the Church of the r·rcvince. ~, 

In spj.tc of the unneninbl( hardships which th1s ju.1P~r-:P.nt 

1r.'!posed ur,or. the rrovinec, there 1s a sense in which it 

waG tho very thin'- tht province hod dns:ired sine<? the tic-.c 

or bishop Gray for it fr£Gd the Church fr~ the ano~alies 

inherent 1n establishment ~n the colonies.4 

These cr1~1nal anorrlllies top,cther !'f'j th the tragic 

course of d.1sest~bli, shrrent had a r?urpris1ng eff'oct upon 

l'turpical r~vision. Cne rj "ht h~v~ suppos~d t~at the 

Church, urjon find1Tig itself fr<:>e to d : what it 11l .. ud 1 would 

have orcbarked upon an extens:tve revision of thP 'f rayer Doo~· • 

What actually hs.ppened 'Was very different . \.ie ha-ve seen 

thot l rovine1al Synod in lf,..IC • rcce:tv;:d • the &oJr of Co:rmr.on 

frayer. Thi:J boolt has ret.ain('d the norr- of public wcrship 

ever sinee9 as i~ reco~ised by the preface to the revised 

South /,frican book. Sc -..;hen , for inst:lnco, thf' 'bishors 

issued the Alt~rnntive Fo.rm of :th£ Holy Cgrrll'·ypion5 in 1~19 9 
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they first took le1al advice on their powers unaer the 

constitution to revise the Eook of' Co!!'.n~on l'rayf.!r at all.. 

Obviously the unpleasantness and unhappiness which had 

u:arked the discov~n .. y of disestablishmc>nt had made the bishops 

wary of doinr anything wn1ch mir.ht further weaken the links 

~tween th.e province and the Church o.f .England. Twic~ , 

indeed, in the twenty years follow1np the judgment in bhe 

t~errirnan case 9 attempts were made to repeal the third pro­

viso. In each co.se it was argued that the proviso sepa.rated 

tho Church of the l·ravince from the Church of "t;nglund.l In 

thEl second. attempt a further or~ur.ont was advanced, that 

the repeal would h~lp to heal the och1sm caused by the 

Colenso controversy. ln this case the ~otion for repeal 

stood in the n~.e of the sc}n of the dean of ~~ar1 tzburg who 

had first delated Colenso for heresy, In ne:f.ther case was 

the attempt successful. It 1s nevertheless clear th.at as 

late as fi.fty years sr.o the relationship between the province 

and Enrland was a live issue. There were Many who felt that 

it oup-ht to ba a legal as well as a spiritual rPlat1onsh1p. 

Indeed, a sehisD with 1ts roots in the QUestion of this 

relationship continues an:on;rst Anrlicans 1rt this country 

to the present time. !t n:uat bt ren:em.l:'.ored , moreover, that 

the first Lambeth Cc:mfc>rence wan not held until lf67. Even 

in the ne%t decade or tt<10 the • tl!1vlican Cor-Jtunion t must 

have beerJ an unf.arr:111ar idea; a union bnsed on tonucus and 

untes t ed bonds. 

c.r all the 11nlrs whi.ch r~rr;ainod to t ind the pre• 

vine(! tc the •rcthe:r Church• aftor lf£0, the frr-yor Book 

must have seer:~ed the r~:ost real and the most obvious, \vhen, 

fer instance, the legisJ.aturc c:.f the colorJy of r~atal was 

asl~0d in l91C to pess the Cgurs;tl 1 t:QE~rt1g§ Aet, another 

rnov<.7 towards h<Jalinp- thn schisr.:, the Book of 1662 was ot--vious­

ly reyarded ns n rucruntee of the • t.nglicanisrn• of the Church 
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of the t:rovince. The act provided that in r:erviees ccnducted 

1n buildings which b;.ld or.cc belonged to the •c~mrch of Eng­

land • and ".•ihich mi~ht Join the Church of the 1 rovince 1 

nothing ~ight be required whtch was . ot requirod in the 

serv.tees o·f tho Church of I nelend.l In 1924, when Provinc­

ial Synod agreed on the final fo~ of the eucharistic 0 

11 turgyo, Synod deslred to nffirm 1 

its continued loyalty to the Crder fer the Administration 
of the l.ord • s Supr1er 1n the Eook of Common l>raoyer, and 
to its use where ret31ned, as a sufficient and completely 
catholic rlte, endeared tQ millions of churchmen by the 
most sacred assce1ations.2 

Even before this Episcopal Syncd had, in 1911 and again in 

19169 passed resolutions air.'.ed at securing, ns · tar as wss 

tvi thin the power of . the bishops of a s1nv.le province, some 

~easure or uniformity in m~tters of r~vision within the 

Whole Aneliean Cocmun1on. frimo ta;~e on~ would o~peet to 

find the authorities r~luctant to initiate any revision. 

Yet there were co~pellin~ reasons for revision. It 

was 'in the a1r•.2 The constitution or lf70 had made prov• 

ion for 1t9 thouvh it had not laid down any specific machinery 

to be used.4 Resclutions of the Larr-beth Conforence of 

lf67 had la1d down the conditions (probably reflected in 

the South African second prcvioso) that it was desirable for 

provinces to 0 bserve in revisinf the Prayer fook. Such 

revision, it was held, oup-ht not to deviate rrorr. the doc• 

trinol position of the 1662 book and ought to have due regard 

to the use o! thQ book in the Anelicon Co~~union as a whole. 

Sunsequent conferences affirmed the right of provinces to 

revise the bool and were willing to allow a ccrto1n rr.easure 

of elasticity 1n An?licnn worship. 5 In England there was 

i.wood -~~a~~ G~~l p.2a5. ' . 
2.C~gt1 to ~~ on 9~9) 9p,l21, (Act XIX s.3,) . 
a.c : para.: o :..srtes OD the 5t?xis1og in SO Alt:~rnat;vQ Form 
~~ (1919), Polo 
4";COnst1gttign l.. Conon~ (H7C) 9 Article x. 
5.See Lowther Cla.r~e - ~1turgy ond \Jorsh1Rt pp. ?f~ rr. The 
J:rovisions of Article X of the Constitution ot' the F'rovinee 
aro in full accor1 with Article xxxiv or the xxxix Articles. 



a similar desire for revision resultinp 1n the Letters of 

Eusincss issued to the Convocations in l9C6. At first 1n 

South Atriea the process wns very slow. Such revision as 

was attempt ed in the Provincial Synod of lf70 was concerned 

only \<11th adapting those pa:rts of the 1662 Eoc,k which ob­

viously could net be used in South Africa, as they stood.1 

Tho only change ~ade in the eucharistic liture,y ~as far 

from startlin,. It was agreed that the tonFer Exhortation 

might be omitted on ~11 except four occasions 1n the year. 

Certain provision wn5 also ma1e for clergy~en worv1nr 1n 

the Diocese of Bloemfontein {in the Rerubl1e of the Oranrc 

Free State) to omit references to the Queen from the pr$yers.2 

But the missionary responsibilities or the Church, alone , 

would have m~de revision essentia1.3 Something for more 

extens1 ve 1n ado.pt1ng the Book or Cor:r::on t-rayer to the 

pract~cal rolitical and social conditions of South Africa 

was inevitable. Slowly, reluetan.tly even, men cea$ed to 

reeard the Prarer Eook as posscss1n« any verbal 1nfalliti• 

lity1 and the t1rst few hesitant steps towards revision 

were ta~en. At firDt these hardly affacted the liturgy at 

all . In 1900 the celebrant was given perm1s&1on to use 

both of the prayers ,tAlieh in 1662 are alternat1ves,after 

the co~l"3union.4 In 1q11 systematic rev:Jsion was begun. 

By this time, or course• tbe English Convocations had re­

ceived thoir Letters of Bus1n~ss of 10t65 ~~d in thot very 

year the tnglish Grchbishops aFro1nted en Advisory Corr~1tt~e 

on Liturgical ~uest1ons.6 It must have saemed to the South 

1. C & • . lf 7C , I-P44ff., repeated in t o 
QDQ Cano~s 939 J pp GC·ff. '!be subsequent, and most recent 
ed1.tionl95C) no lonper contains them since the publication 
of the final South African Prayer P~ok. 
2. ~sn!tityt12P and c:fsm§ Clt:7c) pp44r. 
3.., r:es.srs. Bazeley anGould in their trg~c~ls, 1"91: tile B'X1§10Q 
of f4b¥ Agaphore (tc be discu!jsed at longth Chapter Two used • 
the m ssionnry ~or~ of the church as an urtent ar,ument for 
revision (op.eit,p.ll) ef •Notes on the revision' in An Alttrna-=­
~iv§ Fete ,if£.(1919) r.l . 
4. Const1t~ ion aQd C!¥0~§ (1939) P.l63 
s. R,c ,o.aspor • ~LfC ll91iwt9.tl:Ett~ p.3. 
6, ~ p . 26. 
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African bishops that they were moving ahead, slowly and 

co~fortably, hand 1n hand with thoir br~thren •at home•.1 

In 1911 Episcopal Synod issued a schedule of per­

~itted modifications of and additions to the 1662 ~oo~. 

These are printed, but net in schedule form, in Copit1ty• 

t1og and Cenons ( 1939 )> PP..l6Ctf. The original schedule t-ms 

entitled ~ugegs~ton~ apd Adaotations gf §gr!1S§~2• tiere 

earlier changes allowed by Provincial and Episcopal Synods 

were brought together with certain new modit1cst1ons, and 

issued on the authority or the bishopo. The bishop or fre­

tor1a, for instance, sent out with the schedule of 1911 a 

pastoral letter Ad C(ler~3 containing detailed surgest1cns 

as to the actual conduct of services; but these referred 

to eerereon1al and devotional rather than to li turrtcal r:;at­

tors .. As touching the eucharist the 1911 ·schertule perrni tted 

the omission of the Decalogue4 and of the prayer r~r the 

Kinr t provided that they were read cnce c;:n Sundays. The 

form or ndmin1strat1on might be shortened; provijed that 

it was used once 1n its antirety.5 Certain additional 

collects, epistles, and gospels were provided, and thore wns 

also a scheme for combining matins, litany and the euch• 

ar1st 1n one Cunday mcrn1ny. service. This last provision 

directed that matins should bogin with •c Lord, open thou 

our lips.' and continue to the ~nedictus im."'ediately followed 

by the second and third collects. Th n c~me a hymn and the 

litany up to the Yxr~as, the Prayer of St.Chryscstore, the 

collect, epistle, and pospel for the day and the rest of 

the 1662 11turgy.6 

.c • Notes on the nevi sio in ~...;.;o~~~ua:r..liiooo~oa.w 
2.f'rintPd in 1911 - no ,rrint rs narre. 
~.Yr1nted by the Trapsyaal Leads£ 1n 1012. 
4 . 'But curiously the bishops rrcvided no ~· J ternati V(~ to be 
used when the Decalor,ue was owittod. 
5. The shortened forr to tc used seers to have t·een left to 
the discre tion or the bishop. ln practice it usually took 
the form of the fjr!:t half of the 1662 wor·is of adrn1nistrat1on, 
as fsr s 'unto everlast1np life'. 
e.¥sn§~1tyt~9n §. c;anpnfi (l~3fl ) p.l63. 



The bishops' scheme ftr ccl.?'bining and shcrten1.ng 

the three morning services 1s of pa:rticnlsr 1nteregt because 

it follows exactly the pnttcrn sugrested by Dr w.H.Frere,c.n., 

lQter bishop of Truro, in SQme Ir1ns1ples or Liture1.ca), 

Fr~re was anxious that one rP.sult of revision in 

Lnrlond shoulu. be a corepressed Sur.day morning serticc;, 

ecc::tinin€' the 11royor Eoolr scheme of matins, 11 tany and holy 

com!rlun1on in cne rite o:orc? sui ted to the twentieth century. 

The ideal of the (1662] Eook is clear enough. }forning 
Frayer, followed by Litany and Co~reunion Service, either 
cont:i.nuously or separately, is the provision the Book 
mal~es; 1t 1~ also the requirerr.ent which was ac tually 
laid upon the rreat chu~ches apd their clerP-Y 1n the 
early days of the l'rayer Eook.2 
The rea1n hindrance to the recovery of the 1deal is 
the lenvth of tima required for the pcrforranec of the 
whole group of Sunday mcrnin~ services in their present 
form.3 

In addition to the cor.,press1.on of these three services, 

Frere desired a further re•srranF,ement of the existin~ 

prayers of the 1662 euch3r1stie rito. This rr:•arrangement 

s;lacCJd the Cocfortable Words , 1 r:Jyer of ~?umble Access 1 

f)Rtsym Cordsh rrefacc and Sanctus, Frayer of Consecration, 

I r&yer of Oblation, an.J the l,ord • s 1 rayer 1n that order, 

11nk1nF. tbe ~l st three of these toeother to fer~ a contin­

uous canon.4 

Fr~re •s book wns published 1n march 1911, and 

must hcve c.njoyed a fairly wide popular1.ty, for it had to 

be .rer;rinted t-wo n:.onths Jatflr. Epi.secpal 3ynod met later 

in the ssr.e y~ar to issue the schedulP of p~r~1tted rr.od-

1ficat1ons. Accordinp to the rninutes of the Synod , the 

sossi·: n was held in '!arit?cur~ on the 7th anr.l following 

days of Cetober, 1911. It wm1l d surely allow teo much to 

e01ne'dence to suppcse that tw~ identical sehe~es for 

i.Prere - o12.sr~.pp. !5'7 r. 
2.~., p.l51, 
:J,:tbid., p,lM. 
'l.lbid., PP· 191 rr. 



the compressed rite ortginated independer.tly of each other 

in the course of the same year. The bisho~s d.if!'ered fron-1 

Frere 1n reto1n1ny the Prnye~ of St Chrysosto~,lvhich 
rather spoilt the liturr,1cal purity of the compressed forre. 

Frere used the ~Yr~qs ot the litany as those of the eucharist 

also. 2 The only other d!fferenco was that the bishops 

provided tor the singin'- .of hymns. 3 Cthcrwise the two 

schor.es apreed in detail , even to tho places at which the 
4 salutation, 'The Lord be with you. •, was to be inserted. 

It is h~rd to escDpe the 1mpross1on that the schedule of 

l~ll was the result of trere ' s boo~. rven if the tishors 

had not seen the boo~ as finally rublish~d, they may have • 

been in touch ·,.·1th r'rera while he was prepari.np his work 

fer rubl.1cnt1on. vie mo~ t~lat they certainly turned to him 

for help at o l!lter date. 5 They c1y h .... ve ·jone· so ct this 

stt~ge. Tile bj shops ' manner or dealintr \>l:tth the ccnflat1on 

of th~ thrEe ~orning offices 1~ the Most s t r1Y1np. aviocnc~ 

l:ocausc: 1 t is thr least lilt-ely to h-::·ve [,een the r-:-sul t of 

chance, but there arc other 1ndic~t1ons nlso. Frere had 

advoe~ted the ornis!ion of the Occalo~ue nnd the prayer for 

the Y.inr . 6 Ue was on:v..iou~ , too , to sc . provision v..ade for 

additional coll~cts , epiRtles, ~nd pospels. 7 Both th~se 

thinfs were ~on0 1n the schedule of l~ll ,f 

If it is true that Prere ' s book influenced the 

bishops' schedule this rr:ay help to explain the later ar1d 

quite undeniatlv influa~ce which he exerted upon the alter­

the first roccrded instance 



of his advice beiny sourht bt th~ bishops. Cn thst occas­

ion Frer(.1 's infJuence was so cve i-1fheln:1nfl1as to be inexplie­

able unless onr' f!;ay assume some such !-r1or cor!tcct as ~as 

been surr~sted h~re. lndeod it is not hard to sea why the · 

sor.t of revision for which Fr~re pleaded in ~on;q f.rineir~l~s 

Qf Liturgical Reform shculd h~ve cornr~nded itself to the 

Scuth Afrj.can bishops as they brourht out their first 

tentative sche1ule. Frere was a1rcady, by 1911, a 11turg-

1o1ogist or distinction, @.nd he w~s deoply interested hl 

t he practical ~utters of l rayer took revision. 1911 was 

the year in which he \ ras appointed to trJe Advisory Co~i ttae 

on Liturtv!cal Questions.2 Ue \e.'BS just the rerscn to 

suit the ~ov~rnors of a Church which had been throuyh the 

crises which had accompan1.ed the birth or the Church of 

the Province . Not only -as Frere a men~r or an official 

English bcdy 'W{·rl-:inr on revision; hi!; very argtl!!'ents art~ 

those to which the bishops mi~ht be expected to give a 

favcurable hearin,. lt is ~ fcirly ,P.neral opinion that 

the South African bishops were orir inally r e luctant to 

move a t all in revision. !·'rerc hegins ,}(')r:e I rtpcipJ.es of 

~,itprf:J.cal iiefcrm by strcssitlft the ccnsr-rvatism of the 

average worshipper and tho need to nove vary sJ.c:"-- ly in 

rnald.nf! chn.nyes. Th:t s 1 c: just wh.et 1.-:e miyht e7}x:ct the 

bishops to be plad to hear. Frere wrote; 

In many parts of the wo·"ld where the E.n ( lish Frayer tool' 
is usod, local Dnd independent seher:-es of revision are 
already b0inr tmfll ~rtalwn. 1n som(' of thPse pl:lces 1 t 
is, no doubt, aesirabl~ that t.f'w local. scheme should 
ec~c to ~Aturity, heceuse the lccal needs are sufficiently 
t.mlilrtt our hot'le needs to :rcmw're !:'! ~n.bo:>tcrt·1eJly diff­
orent prov1.s1on. In other parts, on tht: contrary, the 
tmdcrtavinr 1~ far Jcs~ necessary; but 1~ only the r~sult 
CJf -q na tural 1rnpet1r nec with th@ present l.mcha.nueat-leN~ss 
of the lreyer EocY. A~ revnrds many 5UCh areas a revised 
Fr 3yor r~oY- thot wouJd te suitable for Bn~land would be 

l.Scc 1nfrw. pJ;. .. Jolfl-. 
r .• J a s r er • ~;5!1 tr~r H£l'tmtd Frere, p.£6. 

• 



equally suitablo there also; and where the wor~ had 
been done at ho~o, there would be no need for such 
places to r:rosecuto an inde~·endcnt revision.l 

This 1s intended by Frere as an art"ll:7ent for 'unhal ting 

r-:::v:tsion 1 in England ( s rev'l sion t··hieh need. not be any 

the less cons~rvative for beinp tmhaltinp) , but mirnt 

equally well be taken to be an qryur"!ent for h'll ting re• 

v1s!on elsewhere. Frere's apprt.oeh, besides being so 

massively conservative, wns also four~ded upon ~l aceop­

tance of the Boc~ ot CoLrr:on Fray~r as a fun0arrlcntally 

sound and perfectly eatholie bool·, e'-'tpress1vo or dis• 

tinctively t~gliean 1deas in terms or vorsh1p. 1~e will 

conced~ that the eucharistic rite of 1662 is, in many 

matters or detail, lmsatisfoctory and in ncr>d of revision. 

lnde d its revision was the chief concern or his book.2 

Eut he does not regard the 1662 rita (and that is to say 

the 1552 rite also) as being in any way a 'new• rite. It 

is sirply the old Western rite dislocated and rearranfed. 3 

It now posses~ es, in addition; valuable r.npl1. sh character­

istics wich must nG•t be lost. 4 The damage must be re­

paired slowly and conservatively, using 1662 as the basis 

for all revision snd bep1nning with a restoration of those 
c:: 

parts of the r1 te t,;h1ch were dislocated in 1552 .... , This 1s 

the real substatace of f·rere • s propos:.ls, and obviously 1 t 

would acco~d well with the appro~ch vf routb Afric&n bishops. 

~to doubt the bishof:s would ho.ve at read w1 th the 

reasons Frere advanced for desirin~ rev1sion.6 L1~o Fr~re, 
they would have desired the cautious ndvance, f.or they had 

tc consider tho relations between the church in this coun­

try on tho one hand, and en the c ther the Church 1n England, 



the schismatics, end those in South Atr!ea who felt that 

the 11nlt w1 th Englnnd must not be further weal"ened. These 

were, or course• cogant reascns fer he sitancy ::nd it is not 

surr-rising to find th~ bishops r(",llowing the 1··1r1d cf approach 

!!'rere had plcr.&ded for, an apprcach \'Thich minimised the 

revolution·1ry ! spect of revision by representing the ne\., 

bcolp as no more than a rear!'angernont c1f tho reck of 1662.1 

F~ere h3d sugpested that his proposed revisions need not, 

at t1rst, be printed 1n r netor or clternntive rreyor Focl"', 

but rn1ght simply be added as a codicil• o list or permitted 

~odif1c~t1ons.2 Luter, cowmentinr on similar 11turr1cal 

reconstruction elsewhere, Frere wrote; 

The progress 1n Scotland h~ s gone e good deal further 
than (in r.nrlrmd]. In the appendix cr. the •co~ie or 
Cancns' published lnst yoar the twe:nty .... ninth se~eticn 
contains •rormissible additions to and devj.gtions from 
tho Service books of this Church•. The policy, that 1s 
to say, has already been adopted whicb many have advoca­
ted for the present stcge in Enrltind, naMely that chanp;@s 
should not be made in the text of the book, tut authority 
should be given in certain respects to vary froiT: the hool~ 
by addition or alteration on clearly indicated lines.a 

This kind of revjsion by codicil ~ould, of course, have had 

the effect or further JJiinin:ising tho shock, and the bishops • 
~ schedule or lgll was, 1n efteet, just such a codicil. 

The schedule does not, however, v~nture even as r~r as the 

vary modest propos~ls m de by Frere . Aecordinp to the 

tuinutes ot F.piscc·pal nynod the titurtrical Co ''"lit ee mode 

certain recor:.rr<?ndat1ons in lf'll which were not included in 

the Sch.odule. It 1s not clear fro"' the n:1nutes ~ .. t these 

further sug~estions v:ere. They may heve affected the eucha­

ristic r1 te; but sine<> th~ t-o port of tht:t Corn1i t toe is no 

lonr.er eJ:tant it is 1r:poss1ble to tell. In odopt1ng the 

provisions of the schedule of Hlll the bishops alsc· resolved 

that these should not be regard~d as fully and finally au­

thoritative until they had been aprroved by Jlrovineial Synod 

1. r~rere -.~gwo Pfins!uiei:ai':X:i£,fiiiiical Bgfom rp. i£s-:lso 
2. ~ p.l 0 

3. Churgh ~yatt§tll Bev1ew - October 1912 - r- .142 
4. In l'ovcmber 1912 the 11 turg1eal Cor..rr.i ttco , in a report to 
EP1sc

1
dopal Synod, reco~rnended thot t~e bishops of tho Frovineo 

snou rive sor.o cons1deration to tne list or •Iormiss1ble 
adjitions to ond deviations fro~-· the Secttish Trayer Brok. 
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~·nd until the 0rchcishop hqd con~ul tC'd ' i th ler~l advisors 

on th(' 1;owers ef · risco pol Syn£ '5 to t:i· 1-"e ,.1 tc:retions to the 

F.ooJr. or Cc.n .. non I rayer. The history of tho Church of' the 

r rc.~vince h·'d rivon cause for en eltn st n1ojest1c consr-•rva-

tiSr:"t and an unW~toiesooe drood ot the J.sw. The r~sultant 

schedule \o:as e very sr.r ll :"tep forward .,.hich did little 

mere than colloct end codify thinrs which the bishoJ'•S h :d 

r..~l.lleGdY allo\Jed ancl thinpri which '.·lCre , no noutt, nl.rae.dy 

if illeg·)).ly, bcinp done. It is \>J1th1n the reeo1.l cction 

of certain older pr1e~ts of the J rov1nce, for 1nr.tnnec, 

that a.s early ns l.f f( both the ,ernye.rs after the eoemunion 

wore beinp used toFether ot tho s~ar.e se-rvice. The seh~dulo 

was only a first step; but a first ~;tep 1.oplies th~t others 

arc to fcllot-r. It is not e.:;sy tr determine r·reciscly how 

fer thG schedulo of lSHl •.t:; s jntendcd to be a finr;J, ·nd 

hov f .- r t\ terrr<.,rt~ry I!1eosnre . The ind1.c:ltions fvvour the 

SUJ,!0~1tion of a tecr,orory :ensure. The 'bishops h:1d al ­

ready by this tir.:e a t >·ointed ~ ce r,1tt·~e cf thet selves to 

contrcl all 'l r nyer Foo'.( Rev·J s:J.on ... nd Ad::rtctior: •. This 

co: r •. 1ttee, variously s tyled •ter lra.yer rool. Ad"ptution 

o.nd Fnrichr:ent •, 'lr;-;yEX' P.ook Rev inion', etc ., but f'enera.lly 

rno~··n as the 'liturrieal Co!'ir.~1ttnc 1 , was apparently f!rnt 

a.l~pointed by Synod on t~l I ov(':::-ber le)(;f ar.d reappoir:ted .~nnually 

ther~after. But even 'beforo that, os rrrly os the. fi ":>t 

session of l rcv·1nc1vl Syrwd in lf7Ct1 it had b:en r<:solved that: 

The h1rhopn t~ r • quested to orroint a CO!t;r-:1ss1on who 
shall prepare such services as mny te further required, 
esp~c1slly a HarvPst 'l'hanl·sriviny ~ervico, which sorvices, 
when they shall ha·.re obtained the unnr ir:cus a~'fr<-val of 
the Bishors of the Provincet shall bo enjoined for uso 
prcv::lsional.ly t-y the ':1Uthor1 ty of thotr Lordshirs.l 

lt L.Ust hnvc been env1sapc d by the l.:tot,ops ~hon thoy cver·tually 

a! poirted th1!i cor. r.1ttec thut it \.foul ' hr-ve sorte sort of 

pcrr onence. The estat11shr·ent of t:' r~pulor r. och1.nery fnr 

L.Copstitutiori ~" l~mcns (lf?<), p. ~f . 



rev:1.~1on irnplies this, even 1f1 at first , nothing rrore wo.s 

planned th3n o Harvest Festival service . In foet not lonr 

after the bishors issue<! their schedule of l.flll the cor:m:i­

ttee prepurcd ~:;or-e rElv1 s~d Ccct:!donal Cffices, the first 

rea) Jy new servicot' to be trar;ed in South tfri.ca.l 

In 1911 1 then, the position WJ S that , althouph 

the bishops had left tho d· o.r oren !"cr po ~1b'l e further 

revision, and al thouph they ho .i adopted sorr.c of the propc­

S'lls contained in Frere ' s 'i·cc'·, t.h(_')y had done nothing to 

sueFest that they were plar.n1np n rev1~1on of the cantral 

pert of the Liturr.y or that they were cons1dcrin~ the qdcp­

tion of ~ven Frere ' s todest sche~e fer ' r~ccnstitutinr' the 

Fnp:lish canon. Yet 1.t ws juzt this pnrt of the lttur~y, 

and of the Frayer Book as o whOlE!, which mcst d1ssatis!'"1E~d 

thos<' who sourht for rcvir:ion at all . rven in our o'W!'l ciay, 

t"103t of the 1ntcrr~olctinp which is dc·ne by those whc, find 

the 166~' F.ucnaristic r1 te not quite to their taste is donn 

in those parts of the acrvice w'ni.ch ~urrounc the conGocra­

tion x·rayer. 2 Alr.o~:t every propos::ll for a revision or the 

lf62 rito, official or nnoffieial, South African or vthe!"­

wise, have contained supPest1ons for nokinp considerable 

chanrco in thnt prayer . 3 

ln 1013 a rnovo was made to secure the revision of 

this pert of the 1662 r1t~,. lt was an uncfficial .r:-roposnl 

emanating from twc jtmicr pr:tests in the Dicccse ot Grahar. s• 

to~~ . In 1911, the sru .e year that the bishops 1ssu~d thair 

first t('ntat~ve schedule of n:ocJ:tficrtions, the Rf."'vercmd 

Charl r.s Gould was ar.pcint.od r>s.jistant curate at the cathe· 

drr.l in Grahar. stovn . The relevant entry in Grccl'fcrd fer 

1. rubl1shed in 1914 and confiintiJ'll' cf' new burial services 
for J )catechutnens ~ ) infants :') f ersons ' in 'lro'hcse case the 
rrayer Ect!k ~crv! cc is not to be used; :.nd also of fcrr s 
for the adt:isr,iorl (f er-> techt.lr!ons; and of the odrr:is··ion to 
office of eatechists and readers. 
2. Cf. e.r . Fri<'S t I e (~: . !:anters C: Oo .. 5th. Ed . 
lf76)pp. l4ff'. ond 'J· E 1 h !'i!1 t I .. t (v'rwtt & Hon 
1~3~ • re~rint 1P1? pp. ,l4f • 
3. Sec e. tt . J ,~ turr:t .om \ ~orsijip ("d . Lowther Clart·e) Pl~~rr. 



l94f: ( shcrtly bef( .. re Could died) tells us thst he had ooen 

an undergraduate nt Fit.zw1111am House , Cambridge , and was 

ordained deacon 1n 19C.9 ond pr1t:st the year aftE-r, in the 

Diocese of nri3tol. What it does n t toll us 1~ that he 

had ba~n D Conrregational ~inister before his ordination 

in the Anglican Church, and that ho \•ws , even then, }eenly 

interested in liturgical ~att~rs. ~e fact that Gould w~s 

a liturgist tefore ' he became an Anr.licon ~eans that he was 

li1ely to h~ve n fresher approach to liturfieal r~v1sion 

the~ most Anglicans, and wns less liiely to be tied to the 

Eoolr of Corr.ron Prayer by sent1n:cnt snd tradition.. He had 

been nc;slstant curate at r.t t.~ry, Redcliffe , Bristol bc-f0re 

coming to Orahntrstown, and was subsequr.~ntly to be Rector c·f 

Cathcart, of St. i'aul, Fcrt F.lizabeth, rur3l deon of Cath­

cart, r:md eventually a eancn c,f GrshrH!lStr'·Ym C3thadral. 

He joined the army as a chaplain ourinr the first wcrJd wgr 

returning tc the diccose on d~~obilisuticn. t4e l~ter mcvad 

to the diocc--;e of l::loe~i.fontein and was theJ•e :tee tor of l rco11• 

st·d nnd a canon of the cathe .• r-;1. Gould appears to have 

been 3 diligent stud!lnt and a c·.reful reader c,f bcc~:s , fc.r 

there wC?re ruron.,st r is paper <a 3tter' he d 1cd sel,ernJ l<l!ttcrs 

written to authors of liturgical tatud1es , pointing out errors 

they ho.d mode . His artjclos md letters, sor..e cJf which ~1iJl 

be quoted b~low, make 1t apparent that he had a caustic wit 

which mode him a rcrmidab1e e~ponent. Gould ~:as mere than a 

mere dabbler 1n l:iturp1o1oyy.. II1s 1--ncwledfe wrs extensive , 

thou17.h he never \'.'rctQ any m::A~or -we rk fer rubltca ticn. There 

is a let-tQ.r in existence, hrwevor, wh;ch sugpests that as 

early as July 17th 1Dll (vhen the letter is d~·tcd) he was 

not only taien seriously by th~ne able to distinguish betwoen 

sc:und schc13rshlp nnd mere 1obbl1nf?.'t but '\oms also pl:-mn1ng to 



write sorr.othing fer the Alcuin Club. tJnfortur(ttely 1 t is 

not possitle to soy \o1h.at ec1, r.un1eot1on from Gould r-rcvc:t~·od 

this reply, ."nd there 1s now r.o tr:"ce of this proposed "'·crt~ 

or its title. 1be lotter was ··ritten just befc·ra Could 

came out to oouth Africa. lt runs ns follows: 

"Dear !-'r Gou~ d, 
This is excellent. !n cpite of th~ 

banl:~cruJ;t condition of' tho ·-lub, they r.mst p~y your 
!are! So eo ahead. 

Yes I th~nl· the si?O o!' the ' ~'irst 
~n~lish Crdo'. X is Laeey. This is n :Jecret." 

The latter is nigned only with two hu~e scra~lod initials -

'I .D.', but is written on official .\lcu1n Club psper ~nd 

dated fron. St J ., ry' s Vicnr.,ge } rilrirose HiJ 1; the out hcr 

cle::.rly was Dr. I'crey Dearre:t~. T~Jo oth!!r letters fro .... 

Dcort'"er to Could ore; now in the library nf '.'t .faul •s Ccl• 

loeo in Grc.h:..nstow'lls ~nd cne of them presupposos eons1dersble 

previous ecl·rospondenee. J 

Two ye.3rs after Gould's '1r:rival in Grnhat stown , 

enct hcr young priest , J;~.sper Pozeley, Caliie tc1 be subwarden 

cf ;_,t Fnul • s tlc.stel (now St 1 aul 1 s Co1le~e ) in the sat!le c:1 ty. 

ca~cley a~pears tc bave been of n very d1ffer~nt charaeter, 

shy, retiring, but charting and persuasive, "" fld ~KmethinF of 

a ~yst1c . The College records give us the fo11ow1nc 1nforma­

tlon ~bout his official c~rf<er. He h"'d been nt Ietrtbrob.~ , 

Cxfcrd, and at ~·Jells TheoJ.ceieal Colloge. An : . A. f Cxford 

and a E.u. of London, he wo s rriostcd in the Diocese of N(r­

wieh in 19Cc and, r fte~ l:·eing aS! istant curate at St rarr.aret, 

l"1np' s l:ynn, was ~!iee-r rincipal c r sarur: '!he()lvfieal co·: lcro. 

Frorr: there he earr.e tc. tP. suhrl3r d<•ll c r t.~t 1 aul • s in 1013 mel 

so rerr.eined t:t.ll ~ he boea~o ·:arden. In l<l26 il.l health, 

an infection or the bones or ont- log, forced him to return to 

r:n,land. Ho subsequently tecame Ch3plqin , first to Qnroen 
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t.tarra!'et • s School, ~c ... rb(.-rourh, :1nj then tc the Corrr·uni ty 

of Gt Donys, Wor~1n-tcr. He ~ ·as Heeter of fishcpstow, 

Uorm1nster frcm 1930 until his de tn ~ n lf'131, l!azeley, 

toe, was o. student or litur.violof'Y• He had bcfc.-re coming 

to South Africa wr1tton a lenrthy essay entitled Thf ~iro: 

.[J ±cit¥ of pi vine Ser:v:~se 1n_ thEl Ctrgrsb s;f Engl~Jld QOID&:P!'IlSt 

with ,:tQ@ fmn-·t:Je of tbp cnurso dyt1nu tbe Fitf~t r~ve Cen-: ... 

~uries, The m~nuserlpt or this essay is preserved in St 

Tuul's College library. rrs Eazeley recollects that her 

h.usband had •won an 1::~porta.nt prize • with this essay just 

bcf,""' I'G he left Enrland in 1Hl3t tho year 1n which "le took 

his l ,D, at London, but th~ r ecorda of that university eon­

tnin nothing wh:ieh helr·s to explain either tho ortRins rf' 

the es. ay or the natur~ of tho prize. The:r-o nre, ho\<1evcr, 

two letters frC">m Gould to r·rs Jiazl2ley, ~rrittcn a!'ter 

1:-azcley ' s death, ~i1ich su~('C'$t a. J~c·ssiblo solutlor. Gould 

t--Trote or. 23 ~uly 19·"0 asl inr for tiograph1cal n.aterinJ tc 

be included 1n a short histtry of the South African revision 

\ffiich ho ···as then prorosinr to twrite. In the course cf the 

letter he o.sl<s for "-- the precise narne and date of the 

11turr1cal prjze which he won nt Fomtrc~e {thnt finnnced the 

print1nr of the •nev:l.sion o:' the Anaphora' )-·"• In a further 

letter t<' Mrs Bazeley, 1ateJ 23 Serternb~r 1942, he said, 

"Cne detail I need is \&mether the Dp. Jeu· e pr.1ze was ewer­

dcd by Per.-.brokc or by the University•!. Vlhatf»ver the crigins 

of tho casny may have been, 1 t is clear th·1t in it Bt-zeley 

had alroaoy begun tc develore sor:.e o~ the ideas wh1ch later 

wont to rrako ur; the arpur~c'lt of the pamphlot he later t·.rcte 

with Gould, entitled l,roppsel§ rot th~ B!;!virion of th~ 

Anaphora. 1 

1. llerenfter to &'i cited sinply us ·'rr.. os. This is the 
\>Jork to which Gould refers, 1 n his etter quotod ol,;ove, by 
the sDcond port of its full title, Tne pa!:.pnlet · ·os I>Ublishcd 
by the authors ~nd printed by Slater & Co. of Grahumstown ir 
191:? • 
• 
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In his early pr1.ze essay!' Th.~ G1.-trp1.1o1tx gf 

Divine Service etc. , which consj.sts c; obr,ut fifty PSP'es 

of tyrescript, Bazeley argued that one ought nrt to essurne; 

(l)that the ~ri~itivo oervices were simple, unless one aprees 
to rean by that term any for~ which ia nnstW.Qd spcntareous- , 
ly at.d nt an <'.mrly stago c,f devaloper-ont; 
(2)thnt the early fC~rt s of service represented J\llly 
the ideals of the leoders and saints of t.he time; or 
(3 )thct what seerod best fer then 1~ ncccssar~ly best 
ror us. 

The essay consists• firot of all, or a ccrpar1son of 

the Liturry of s. Ja~:es and other- r r:tfllitive r:ttes with that 

of 1662; ttnd , secondly, or nn e:~arn1n-tion of tho orir1ns of 

th~ 1662 Choir tffices. ln the esS~lY E azeley used for his 

type of th(l prit'it1ve liturgy n C' ntlation nd compression, 

contrived by himself, of the liturgies o! s . Jruncs (in both 

the Grt?£>k r;lnd the Syriac versions), S,Bnsil, s . ;tarl!, and s. 
John ~hryscatcm, und nlso (as oecoPdary sources) tho Afi2ostql:J.S 

Con~titutions, th€ look of Serarion, thn r,~tcc~~t1col L~cturg~ 

of St Cyril, the wrtt::J.nps of St Johr' e"'rysc-~toM and no 8!!\s• 

;:ar.r vnt;L~ 1 Hi<=; ccncl us ions .Jr~ l"ot nt tJll vJhat the title 

of tho ensay seems 3t first si; ht to su~ .. ;.~est , for h1- tends to 

regard the • sir!ipl ici ty• of lG62 as an unnecessary 1mimver1sh­

m~nt of the rite. tuzeley, t~1en, h1d no ® ro rec son than 

Gould to be !Jarticulnrly Gymputhetic or tender towcrds the 

fcrr' of the litt .. rgy found in l6G2 and hi thcrto pro served 

inv1.( luto by the bishops of tho I r(')vince. Bane ley fcund 

t he s.imp11ci ty of the F r~yor r.:>ok a raul t; Gould had beccr;c 

n 1:1tu.r('ioloetst before h~ was an. 1\n~lican. rut both were 

:::rrE:ed thut an ext.cms1vc revision of the .Eook was desirable. 

Foth v;ere, quite cvtC!el!tJy, aenuaintcd \trith a good deal of 

11turp1cal schol ership and wor~ at least adcqnnt~ly oouippcd 

to frorr.e a prcJ;osf.ld fort: of revi.ston f..o serve aa a bnsis 

or discussion. 

'lb1s they proc~H~ 'led to ao. Sine<' Oonld 1oft the 

t:J:lthedral ln Grohcr:.sto~m in 1"14 and E•a.zeley h nd only n.rr1ved 
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ut 3t Iaul ' s in 1013, they were not tor;ether f or any preat 

l ength of time ; but within a row months of I3azeley*s l)t-rival 

t hey beran wor'~ upon an 1r1tcrestinL liturgical e:~c:eri:ment 

later embodied in pav.phlct form in the l.rc posaJ § • Thoir 

chief desire was to substitute for the consecration prayer 

of 1662 an an~phora composed upon more pri:r~i ti ve wd catholic 

lines. They read a ~aper to o ~roup of cler~~en in Grahams­

town , p-ivinr the reo.scns for the eh~n~es they proposed , and 

the paper, enthusias tically received by those ~~o heard it 

read , was privately printed in 1913. Cnly a few copies 

o f 1t now oxist, thouph there a r e se•.reral in St Foul ' s 

College library. 'l"he orittinal gronp of clo:•pyme'l consi sted 

of the dean ond the chance] l o.r of the c. ::t~1ed1"'al and one cf 

the CGnons. The ch';ll1cellor was the nevd. E .C;>~est , f azalcy •s 

warden at St i aul ' s. Tho other member of the ' Graharnstc~~ 

r:roup• wos the R(·vd . F . li . f'he lps, at that t1mCl charl a in to 

the Community of the Resurrection in Crahc~stown , and 

l ater f1rs t dean and then bishop cf Graharr.sto'Wn, snd avnnttlaJ ly 

archbishop of Ca pe '!'o-wn . 1 1'ho group sent a cop~r of the paper 

anJ of the proposed nnaphcra2 t o the bishop, Dr Cornish, 

the then ehairrr.an of the co r.:1tt ce en l'r3yer Pock Revi sion 

and Adaptation , O~l tut>pical Co!'rr.Ji ttee ), reouest:tnr h im to 

fc.rwerd th<? propos 51 s t o his con~rni ttee and to aJ.J.ow copies 

to be sent to all t~e clcryy of the '1ioccse. This the bishop 

afreed to do, th~ ugh no direc t mention of !~to r::osgl§ in the 

records of either the Lp1:;copal Syr1od or cf 4 he Liturf.icaJ 

C.:otjtti t t ee can ncv• be fc.und . f:ishop C'crnish hir sel r went 

on to advise that copies of the paper ' should be ~ent to 

those in F-ne-l ond • • • • • ~ngagod in t.hc san:e ... ;ork. • 3 The 

bishop ar,reed to allow copies to br sent to the c1 f' r gy of 

the d1oc~ne , and indeod it at pears that after t~o pamphlet 

i. sec ·Int~:ii . pp. ?fi ( 
2 . j,'he tc;(t cf th(• anophora 1s yiven in Appendi:! 1 , ~nrra. 
l'he account o f th<' or ~ y:lns of t.h!: par:::phl(tt is reccnntructed 
from t he prefoc(J to r rctJo~~ls and e~rta1n lr~tters printed 
~1th 1t. (Jrotoscls, pp . ! 1-v. ) 
. •fbig., r.v. 



had teen printed, it was ci·cnl 'l tod not only in tho d:icceoc 

or Orah ... rnsto~n but in the f'rov1nce ct larra3 
f .. nd S!!!Onfst 

syrJpsthi sers in Lnrlnn, . Tn th~ Potiphlot thor.~ appeared; -

a short prcfnce, tht? corre~nor.dencr"' \.ffi '! ch hn::l pr-.ssed 'tot,·Pt"D 

bishop Cornish .,nd the ' Gr·~h~ .sto ... :n rroup •, th<' orir.inal 

pnper, chiefly h1Z<?ley ' s wo!"~·, t '1e proposed <lnarhora, the 

jc: 1nt wort of bazclcy and Gould, ~nd thr0e ~ ppewUces 

contributed by Could 3ftcr the p~r.er h~d t~en rca1 to the p~oup. 

Gould's nprendicC>s wer<. chi<..fly ccncerned w:!th the invocation 

use5 in the pro~·osed ana. horn. 

'I'hc or.tarhora, revo1ut1orwry an·l unoff:l.ci al, \iSS 

the mnin concern of lto..t,£saJ s . The attthcro did not .:~t"e 

any SUf'fCstionc as to tho rest of the :rite thourh they 

did r.rc.pose a rc-3s•rgngt:r P.rtt of the order c..f crrta:in pray<?r3. 

The p:ur.phlct '.~o'CU1 sirJ~ly what. :, t ~lah «?d. to 't;r , o .Prc posal 

fer a radical rcc·r.n!Jtruction of the: conr>'~erotion pr ... ycr . 

It u~cd the 1662 proycr for orw p;:•rt of th~ nf?\'t an~phora , 

but 1'· r the rezt it drew upon <~u1 tc- r;t:·r;r sources. Such a 

seher.e strucv rit~bt st th h<:1rt of the off:l.ciaJ pl .. ,n for 

revision adopt(d by the bishops or the frovince, and it 

called for sor-.rthin~' v"lich cc-..~1.-:t not 't-0 d!sruiscd as l' 

merely perr.isD1Ve an'"' unir.:p~rtrnt oltf'rnntivE? tc the Poolt of 

Cotm:on 1 royer . ~or ~~a~ it ~ rc·organ1sation of' li turg1cal 

ft1ctors yleaned frc~ rngl ish 1 raye.r Eoo!• s, nuch. ns Frere 
... 

had advocated. ~ Ironcsels was an 8tter-rt. to ·11srls.c€ the 

central ard r:ost sacrosaret p· rt c.f lf>~f by a net<~ rmaphora , 

conJtruct(~d on · {!U~te new pvttcrn, ...... nd it wcuhJ have oadc 
"') 

or 166r! an unt'listo1•eqhly new nn 1 tiifferent rita•· 

tth(:lr younp cl crrrr. c~n hPV<? '1rear ed of revolutlonory 

l!leasuros an·:i not~inp ~:ueh h:: s corP cf tt1ct"' , tut Ba.zeJ ey and 

l.lU~torieal R()scrgi! , p. ~127 
r . Frere "" t~or-v l- rin''iQJ <~s of Li tvre:i.cnJ f.e fcrm, pp.l~C ff • 
3. '1'h~ nrpu .. c>nt and SUI."'pestiors of thr-- P'ltrp',...Jet n.re d:!!>cusscd 
in detail in Ghapt\r Two, _!nfrn. 



Gould had secured th'"' int.orest of tha r~en1or dirn1tari~s cr 

the.. C · ocese-. \1r- 1o nr t ~·nC\v what the biahors • rP.ac tion \'laS 

tt.mon 1 rpFosoJ s was brcurht to their nct1co , tnt the rcaetion 

of others in the count ry is rcacol'ded. The mr.raz1n€ cf the 

di.ocese of 1 rctcris. eont3inod in F'el'ruary 191'1: the followint 

r port: 

ln 191~¥ the bishop~ or tho }rovince issued c list or 
supPcstion~ end ad ptations of the services, which was 
\ielcor:.:ea, becnusG as revision was in the air, it scer.:ed 
rood anci rif'ht to raY.c r;rcvis1onal expf-':rir.ents bcf\t'f! tho 
wory of revision \'las dono; partly bec'3U:1c a livinr crureh 
~ust rrow, anl hcve c l anticity to adapt itself to the 
vnrying noeds of every a~c. 

After this surely cxa~ycratcd descriPtion c! tho b Ehops ' 

work, the article continued: 

A ~Irtdl pomphl et wr1 tten t.~y t·r Bazeley rud 1Jr Gould •••• 
~o<. s beyond sl1Y su~ pe stions th .... t wore mado by the bishops 
for it sUPpests the co~plete rev1sicn ~~ thr nn~phora. 

There follows a r~ir and ~eosonable sucmory of tro ~o1n points 

of I··roposaJ.s, atld th<? articjc ends: 

hut most peoplG woul'l very r.iUch li~e to see the Li tur~y 
rearranged w:i th sor.c adrU tiont: and improvc.T ents , 1Ch11e 
all aro cons~r"J .tive enouph to want tC' ,..eep the (lld words 
and phrases t:1oy h" vo b(cn used to, ,,nd that renerations 
of their fore;.f ~thers have used. So a .revisc-d .i:iturry ls 
certain not to f.!leano c:vf:ryone , arvl until Jl"lrishes :1ro 
used to it, it if' prob<.ble that :lt w1ll plea~~ no on€', 
in npitc of the penerol wish for i~:rove~ent. 

This article 1~obatly did not ertirely reflect the c ff1ciol 

policy or the bishops, but it do~~ rerresent the sort of 

e.tt:i. tude of nind for \>Jhich the l:·ishops had l cen cntcr1.ng. 
c 

Cf.f1c1al poli.Y thun ft:r had 1:.eer1 to use 1662 as the nc.rm 
A 

arJd basis for the liturgy, an- gradually by 1':1eans cf 

a zchcd1:lc- of rer:1ssib1e deviatic•ns, rather th~n by frar intr 

an altPrn3t1v< rite, to sh3po it into so ~thinr m· rc n~arly 

ar.r-ronchin? . .,.hct was th41n desi l"(?d. Tht;;: ;~reat d1sad,,~,m+.are 

of thio ~~thod , in thDt it h?d the effect of creating not 

l.This r:ust to on error t"vr iflll. A :3Chedule D(!rced on by 
Ep i~opn.l Synod in 1911 wc:uld crotnbly not have b~en publ1 shed 
and issued until Hnr. 
2 . t.\iftgr;J.cal I.ot;ords, pp. ~~27 f . Th~ _ rt:tclo is not rf:!rr1ntcd 
1~ ~ .. - toric!"·l Hoco exactly •u; 1 t first oppaared in 1h...Et 
Kingdor.~ 1 ar.az.~.ne of the dlccc- s0 of ! reto:ria - Vol . Xl . "NN';2. 
p.7. - J~bru~ry 191~). It h~s b:an adaptad ~nd shortened 
and no acl"'owlcdr<~rC'nt is r.sde of the fact th~t this hr-s been 
dono. Its sutstnnca, ho·tevcr, rer ... ~ ns nnc~p··rp:ed . 



tv;o al t(·rnat·l vc rites but ~~ rr:any di!'f'ercr:t ri tcs as thnre 

wera possiblt' cc~:t1nat1ons or the schedule and the ~ririnal 

rite, seoms to ~ave escaped notice. The schf:dul~ \-13s, 

however, only a tcn:pcrnry o::r;edient. Thr ch;-os, ',;h1ch might 

have reaul ted il this policy had been pur:nlc-,·1, r:<:rc:i tul J y 

never h?d to bt:? faced. 

By rt~taining 166~~ as the basic and onJy off:leial 

rite the tishops rr.irht hope to pacify those who preferred, 

for ..-•nntever reason, the J:loe,· of Cm:n-;on l r"yer as 1t str)cd .• 

They had toY.en as their p:uide one intim tcly con~ected with 

revision in i;,ngl~;nd and thoy might hnvc 3rguco that tt'loy 

were ooinr no rore than wos being dono in England, for 1n 

v~1gland at th~ ti~e the situation wns very similar. In 1914 

the l.ower Iicusc or Convocation hsd voted fer a permtss1ble 

roarrc.ngement of the lG6~ liturgy, t·~oPewhat alonE the lines 

aJvocateCt by rrere. The Upper Hous<J hod• however, votocd 

thu propcsal.1 

Revision itl South Africa had t:egun with tho pr~etical 

nccc&sity for revising certain pn~ts or the !r~yor Boov to 

f:i t thr!m for use 1n a colonial Church. Therfl \rerc- all sorts 

o.r i'casons why it mipht never hove prcp.resse:i bcyoni th<.1t 

pcintt and 9 indeed, for a l.onr tir.Jc it d1ci 1n ra~t halt there. 

A consid('lrabln pc.;riod ~f t1rre elnpsed , during which r.:en 

were th1n~1ny of revision, bef•.?rc the li -:.:urgy \vas a.:n:;prcd nt 

ull, nnd oven then the anaphora was not affc-cted by the 

chanf,es. Tho historical .r~asons for tht? delDy, as ~r.t out 

n.bo·JC:, hi.lva to b\, at,prcciated if' one is to ~nko a !air esth.ate 

of the x.rocoss and unlc~ ~s 1 t is r\·alised hoH slow nnd 

painful the fj.rnt (lrudg:S.nf steps in rev; sion \leret C"~ne is 

liablo to fort:: a totally falsG iroprcssion of the final 
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South African anaphora. 

Bazeley and Goul d had made thej.r suggestions in 

1913, The bishops did not allow themselves t o be much af­

fected by the Proposals, whatever their opinion of the 

merits and demerits of the work may have been. Episcopal 

Synod did, however, issue a new schedule of permitted modi­

fications in ~915,1but these did not in any way affect the 

liturgy. For the most part the schedule of 1915 was simply 

the schedule of 1911 reissued, but no,., also authori sed by 

Pr ovincial Synod.2 The schedule of 1911 had carried a note 

to the effect that the adaptations were; 

pu ,: f or th by the Bishop of the Di oc•_ se f or the use of the 
clergy ond laity. They vrill, if it be ! ound desirable, 
be submitted to the next Pr ovincial Synod. I n the mean­
time they are put f orth provisionally, in view of t~e 
advice of the last Lambeth Conference, with a view t o 
ascertaining whether they meet certain expressed needs. 

The 1915 schedule was the result of this experiment.3 Its 

provisions, where they affected the eucharistic rite, 

marked no change from 1911.4 The bishops seem to have 

assumed that each parish would have at least one celebration 

of the Eucharist each Sunday. The Provincial Synod had re­

solved in 1£70 that it was desirable that the Holy Communion 

should be celebrated every Sunday and Feast Day at an early 

hour.5 It is i mpossible t o tell how soon this became an 

almost universal custom, but it is highly probable t hat it 

had happened by the beginning of this century. Even after 

the 1915 schedule had been published this early celebration 

would have had t o have been the service of 1662 in its en-

tirety, except f or the omission of the Longer Exhortation 

and the use of both the 1662 post-communion prayers. I f a 

second service came later in the day, as was ver y probable 

1. Prayers upon Several Occasions and Modifications of 
Services, (Church of the Province of South Africa - 1915). The 
provisions at t he schedule are also to be found in Constitution 
& Canons, ( l939 ) pp.l60ff . . 
2 . Supra, pp. t-6--J cl-. b ..a 2.4 
3. Suggestions and Adaptations etc ., (19ll),p. 2. 
4 . Prayers upon Several Occasions etc., ( l915), p. 3. 
5. Constit ution & Canons,( lf-70 ) p. 46. 
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under South Afr1.can condi t1ons perticul~rly in the country 

districts Where each parish inclu1~1 s~vcral vilJnres nnd 

ha::.lets, it rJi;tht vary sonowhct fret! the ncm.l The r~ te 

m1rht picl-: t.r frc·ru the YJ!t1e,§ at the and o!' the I.itany and 

,I:rocced frorr. there (after the !-rayer of ilt Chrysostoro) to 

tho Colloct, Ep1 stlC? ond Gospe}. Aftor thnt i·he sorv1cc 

\'Ot1ld qea.1n be 1662 1n i .ts Gntirc.ty. Thus, after fifty­

five years of hesitant revision, the anaphora itnelf re­

ra1nc1 that of 166~. unoltered o.nd unadorned. 

1. c..r courtl . ttter'e would be nc. th1r~r to Pl"GVGnt' tho ccle'brr:alt 
fror.: uninp this voriat1r>n et the co.rlier S€I'Vice urd 1662 at 
s later one if ht? so l!rished. 
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l~&:grosals fqr the Rgyision cf the bnaPhO£i .called 

for a thorough-going reversal of the previous and official 

poliey. Gould asserted many years later in a chapter con­

tributed to Htstor1caJ Recgrds1 that he and Dazeloy had beGn 

much intluenced by the worl' of to~.c . Bishop. The chief medium. 

for this influence se;~s to have been an article which Bishop 

had published in the Churcb Q-qQJZtqrlz Review for July l9Cf.2 

This article is entitled %Qe Erim1t1ye Form or Cooswerat1Qn 

and is several times o1ther quoted or referred to in the 

frot2SQ1S~ Another article of Bishop• s, The f'ass in §PAin 

from tht Church Quarterly Review for January l9C7 was also 

used by Ea2eley and Gould. 3 According to a b1or.raph1cal 

note 1nt~odue1ng a '(rolua1e of essays and articles wr1 tten by 

Bishop and published after his death by the Alcuin Club un­

dor the title. the V.o;arubie WUl Amb£oa3z~D Ritem, all of his 

writing tock tho form of articles contributed to the £hP£9b 

2y~rt~rlx Reyte~, and they are , therefore, apart from the 

few reprinted 1n that collection, new no lonrer easily ac­

cess"ble. 4 :But w.c. Bishop was :m able 11turp.:J.ologist of 

considerable reputotion. lle is, fc-r instance, the only 

JUglican scholar whcse theories Dr Adrian Fortescue thought 

it worth taking into ctnsid~ration in his book on the Roman 

mass. 5 The fairly long and detailed sur:r.!ory of Bishop's 

hypothesis '.'hieh F'ortescue gives is based upon the very 

article of which Eazeley end Gould tade so much use, and 

1s now rrobably the soureo of most people's ~nowledr.e or 

Bishopts v1e'"s• Fortescue, howeV<1r , uses only such ports 

of the article as bear directly upon tho Rcnan rite. Sore 

ot Bishop•s orgu~ents are to be found repantod in part in 

Tbi, i'OijaJ;:ab!c \jJld AmbtO§iDD ,R!tes1 Eut even these sources 

do not by any mc:ns cover tha whole urgumont put forward by 
...,. ... 



Bishop and, 1n view of the importance ot Bishop ' s influence 

upon the P£PP2§~l~• 1t is dcs1r9ble to h~va the substance 

or bis hypothesis clearly ~ummarisod . 

The purpose of the tr~,it1~§ Fotm of Qonseerat&onl 

1s a reconstruction or the earliest type or anaphoro used by 

th~ Church. Bishop is concerned more with the 'form• or pat• 

tem or tbe nno.phora. than ~Jith the theol.opy of consecration; 

so he pleads that the hintor1cal problem, the reconstruction 

ot the form or pattern, should b~ approached without any doc­

trirLal presuppositions. 2 H1 s 1 ntroduc tcry remarks are de­

signed to show that the supposed diffo~enee 1n thia respect 

between East Gnd Nest he.s been O:i{t~gge:ratcd. Th.e reneral con­

clusions t o which he comes are these:3 

(1) at an early dote all liturgies followed the present 
Eastern ~at!;@rn of Institution, An9Illnesis, and In• 
vocotion; and that the West at a later date departed 
from that p3ttern. 

(2) that et the very least one eannot be certain that the 
Ro~an canon has net been altered from so~e such sup• 
posed or1~1nol. 

{3) that there is no re~son to doubt tho pr~itive ~ 
2f tbe .. Pi£t§ ot' the EasU;rn anaphc>ra, o.nd. nona ~ 
dependinr on the Rounn. 

(4) that ~uJ,)lieSjs tl cannot {because of 1 ts elaborate 
laneuage be considered sn earlier form of the In­
voeation than its Eastern countel'part; nor can one 
sur-pose that in tbe pr1mit1vo rites the Invocation 
ever preceded tho words of Institution. 

tlthough tho Deir Ealizah frarrnents had been dis~overed bf 

the timo that Bishop vrote this article (l~Cf), their ccn­

tcmts do not seem to have b(;!cozr.e lt:"idaly ~nown at that date. 

'l'bc fragrr.ents do not seem to have been ed1.ted and published 

until 1909.4 

The historical enquiry by which Bishop arrived at 

these oor.clusions is s Jcnpthy ons, covj. r1nr, each or the main 

families or liturgies in turn, 1nd1cot1np how cooh or the$ 

1 . £hut;ch Quar$§tlY Revit:w Vel. Ml pp3fSff. • 
2 . ~ p.:3!6 
~. For these conclusions se~ E1sh~p 1bid, ppA03f. The 
emphasis on certain phrases in the 6onclusions is mine. 
4. Ct. Salaville • Eastgrn Litutelss p. 2Qa Srawley- lai 
~~rll Rlstory ~f the Li~£llP.5fn. ' 
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is constructed upon a pattern which is generally eonstant.1 

Tho onquiry begins ~.:1th an cx~-n1net1on or ttle flow Tostatrent 

accounts of the Last Snr·rer. Bi shor- • s aprroneh is s1mp1el" 

thon the ela.bc:-rnte analyses with which we h._ve recently be• 
~ 

eor;e fam111ar. G Ue points out that cur r.o.rd is said to hovo 

done three thin s with tha breqd (blass1nr9 breakinF and dis• 

tr1buting) and two w1th the cup (blessing and d1str1but1ng).3 

1be words of Institution ar~ , 1n r~et, words of Ad~1nistrG• 

tion ··nd consecration is effcct~d by moans of sn {unrecorded) 

blessing. Bishop further orgues that 'bles~1ne •, tc the 

Jews, w~s a blessing of God 1n the presence of that which is 

to be blessed. 4 It is true that euJ.<'e;e1n and ®SbQ.t1§te1g 

in the Now Testar..ent are often used with Ood himself or some 

other person as their objeet. In tho pass~pes referring to 

tho Last Suppor5 the object or the verbs of _thanksgivinp and 

blessinr. is not directly exf;rcr-sod. But these VG.rbs always 

a~pear as participle~ in those passar.es, while the other 

verbs which mnn1fcstly havo Q£~20 as ~~e1r obj~ct are in the 

indicative. This foct may mean that s~e dittercnee was 1n• 

tendea in the respective ralnt1onsh1ps of the verbs tv that 
~\so 

noun. !h1s 1s true,.in the sceounts or tho f'eed1ng cf the 

~ult1tud~.s.6 

Tracing the pattern of this blessing or thanks· 

giving in early Christian 11tur~ies constitutes the main 

part cf the art~clc. In general Bishop distinguishes in 

the early anraphoras a pgttern consist1.ng or' an 1nv1 tation 

(syrsym corda) fol1o~od by a sor!es or thon~orivings • for 

creation, incarnation, passj.on , resurrection, aseens:·on end 

'i. B.i shop Oij.ci~,· pp, 3€ 'irt. ' 
2. For various views cf. lii!?pinn - Imrtortrant, Jlld intlv~ntial 
Fs.·t91£n.J3x9k§ .. - l,1otzr.o.rm '&1~ "Y.aJI Nl~ .. J&rd7 s Supntt :t.n the 
ExpositOry Times (August 1954) Voi.txv:No.ll.p.335, cr. also 
Jorom1as - a ~ J ~~~sim, 
3. Diohop inc ol. 
4 . Cf. Cirlot - ....,_e=--F.-.:.• .,..~~~~...,.. 

... 
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penteeost.l To illustra.tc this constant p.attern he prints 

a trao adaptation cf the anaphcra of the Liturgy of s.James, 

condensed and simplified• from tho text as printed in 
!? Frightmc:m. c:. Bishop simplifies the languar.e and ideas sc- os 

te Pemovc the rnore developed. theolor1eBl ter~ino1ogy of the 

fourth century.. His purpose 1~ tcJ reconstruct the primitive 

form of s . Jan:es. Clet'rly this is onE: of the werykest points 

in tho article. l..3tor3 Bishop hos to atten1pt to answer tho 

question; "Do you consider th~t the Eastorn typo of the 

Great Thanksgiving is really the earliest form?" - He has to 

admit that the r:;astern type looks like an elcbcration cf a 

s1mple.r form. he has to admit also that the Eastern opi• 

kles1s is eouehed in thoolor,ieal l anguage or the fourth 

century, ':Jherons the lan€uage of 4-he Roman rite is more 

co:npstibl e w1 th tho ideas and theolor.y o .· the socond cen­

tury. But he arpuan that, 1f one disregards language ond 

examines the underlying ideas anr; the for m or tho older 

Eostarn al'Jtlphores, there is noth1nr i n thfilnl which i s incom­

patible with seeond century thourht. To prove this he re­

fers again to h1.s renderin," of S.James. Ho ela1r.1S that, by 

r ocastiny the theoloyier~ l ~3D!\UU"it t)o 1las arrived at the 

secc·nd contury shape cf that liturgy. nThe al.ternt1on is 

not in the general secpe or purport or the thonks,1vinr, 

but (;>nly in 1 ts theolocj.eal terms. t ·
4 

At first sight this seems t o be s futile areur:ant, 

depending u1on nothinr more than the author' s abi lity t o 

turn s .JOI:les, os printed in Brigt!t r.!an, 1nt f the shape he 

thinks that a saccnd eontury an;.;phora might have ho.d. ln 

!iOint or fact since Bishop's concern 1s with the pattern or 

order ot the anapbora, tho argument is not quite so valueless 

l. Ht. R LXVI.p.an.: • 
2. 1 
2. B shop in c.;t~R, I,~NI.p.402. 
4. ib1g.p.4Cl •tal1eised by Bishop. 
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as it might appc&r. ~·h.:;t he hos, 1ri fact, shown 'by it 1s 

that s.Jamos cun be rendered in a s1~pl1f1od rorr.• usin~ 

· langUaye typic l or the s~eond century Htthcqt ~n QPY yaY 

alt§tln£ ~P§ ~aste pgttGtn on Which the anAfhora is con­

structed. lt is the pattern, and the pattern alone which 

is important. 

This rnet is nade qll1 te clear by Bishop's sugP'E?S• 

t1on that the eOt:.men.oration or the Law and the !~rophets, 

the BGQgqictu§ ,gy~ ~ut£, the doteiled eoL.~emoration of 

the incarnation; and even tho ~~rds or !netituticn mcy be 

later additions to the prirritive pattern.1 It is only be• 

cause the pattern a.lr~ady e;cists that th(lse faaturas ean 

be inserted into it. The ~rrur·cnt obcut tbe 1nesGrti<m t 

the P~nigtctys ttakes this very clcar.e 

To imply, c.s l31shop dces3, that tho pattern is 

easily d1.st1npuishQble 1n tho E~stern anspborn, but not so 

easi.ly in the Boman, lays h1m oren to the retort thnt the 

presence of a pattern at all ia a later ref1net·cnt, and 

not a primi t1ve feature. The rru1n body of the arfUJ!·ent 

1n his ~rticle is deaigned to praelude tho possibility or 
such a .r~tort be1ng n.ade. 1:'1shop examines each or tho 

Rre~t tomiliev of rites in turr.4 In tha Eastern liturvies . 
the opiklesis 1s his prime eoneern. He anolys~s the ep1· 

klesis ot the Uest-Syrian rite (type .... s.Jarnee) into five: 

component phrs.se s: 

(a) n prayer to the Fat~ar to send the floly Spirit 
(b) upon us 
(c) and ur.on the p1fts 
(d) that He mvy et-e the~ tho P-cdy and Elcod 

i ' "' . A i .., lf • ~ Hlf. I . "X , Ej.shop in v,1 t": .• 1., VOJ. .Ir.:v.i.pp. 40ll . 2.S1.. . s. . pp.4C3f. 
4.. Pf . :1f7-4C2. 
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{a ) that it may be to1tnoae rcoeivin tor tho s~~et1f1cat1on 
or body and soul. 

Tho Byzantine rite ( type • s . Bas1l} adds a t~thor oJ.ouse• 
r) 

(t) changing them by tho Rely Spirit. ~. 

Cther Enstern rites (F~st-Syrian P• C - Ecyptian p. 391. ) be 

finds to have simil~r but ol1r.htly varying rcrms or this 

· pattern. Scraplon's anaphor~ 1~ , of course, recognised 

ao an c··eoption since the i nvocation is of tha Woru. 

Bishop sorr.o~mat reluctantly advances a br1of rot1on• 

nlP cf tho Eastern orr o! th<' consecration. 3 The w.c1rds ot 

In~t1tution, he says, 'lrt. not regarded as eonsccratory but 

nrC~ t he autho.ri ty c 1 ted for the parfcrmnnce of the rite. ; 

and so lend qu~tc ~aturally to the ' Thcrercre t of the 

anamnesis. The lo .. ical order 1s; authority lcad1.ng to the 

anarr.tnes1s , obadienee to the eot.ronnd and desien:-J.tion of the 

elerr.ents to be used for t hat ~urpose, and so to t he 1nvck1ng 

or t he Holy Spirit to cha~fo the elament s necc,4iny. to 

Gcu •z pror 1se. So consoer_tion 1s c)c~rly seen to be eff~cted 

'by God . .:.n Ol'.HlWe~ to the prayers or the Crureh, 4 

N xt v1. C. ! iohop tnrr1s to th- ·astern rites. He 

confidently asserts t t•nt the eo.rl1cnt ·.;estorn (i. o. Oallieon 

or non- .1oznan) fort'!s of ~h . consecration prayer rc very elose 

1n ~ettern tc the . · a t ern 
,~ 

type. 0 They, too, hnve j~stjtut1on, 

anc.mnes1s an d 1nvceaticn, in this cr~1or9 witbin tho traEe• 

work of ~ r~ont prayor c f t hanh :Jg1v1n£• I!i.shor~ ' o conclusion 

drown r roL the enorm< us v r1oty of 1nv;cat1(ns in tbe o~ -lican 

. E1shop in '" , , o . L .p~~ ; 
2.. tQJ.d., nnd e • Y.. N. uaniel - (\, r:t~~<Ail Stuqy Pfol ~ip;ttue 

rtt~e!;~tieaA (~;~tbs~~~Su~~:t8~~~r~r~:~n~fu~~~:Catio~'~~: 
I:.ast wa.s !'or +ha 1llapsa of trot"' Dp1r1t •upon us ' • Daniel 
also roa1nta1ns (pp.l49ft.) that tho primitiv ccnaoerntion 
forc.ula was a prayer of than~'sgi v1n, and that 1 t ishtill so 
in po.rts of the East. The inVOC \ltion 1n S. Hnrk, S. Jorcos, and 
Add.n1 and t a.ri he rerords ns intor,t;olation. cr. also Hnrdon -
~g £tnngQ2f«Ui g{ tbc · lcbii.Ptzip L3atYtCXt p. 26, to~ an invcc• 
ation up~n the ~~rshippars. 
3.D1sho~ -~R.gil• t pp.392rr. 
~·~• tP• •~ 3. 
~ .~. 



and related rites 1s tbot sorer or them have boecio a~b1guous 

because tho oriJ?innl .type t-1os tJh1ttled dn\m and finally 

discarded undor lator dognatie 1nfluenees.1 This view 1s not 

nbova question. srawley takes an opposing one in the Eo£1¥ 
JjistQl'Y qf, tbe L1turS:Z• 1 The ehornc ter of th ! s ovidonoe 

[1.e. the evidence collected and rcvie111ed by SrawleyJ sug~ests 

•••••••• that tho Invocation was not a not1vo or or1g1nnl reo• 
~· 

ture 1n the Wast.•~ But the ev1denco to which Srawlcy 

raters chiefly concerns Rome, l·lilan, and Africa, snd hardly 

at all the Gallicsn and other non-rw.man \)estern r1t~a. Pishop 

had argued aarlier,in his nrt1clo3 en th~ non•Rcnsn \iestcrn . . 

mossost th.st tho ~;ords '•gg~.tif.!a, Q11%tJar!tdz3.il, ~~ XQf'~O PQQI!JJtfi' 

found in one sourco varo ev:l.donce or a strong and full.y 

developed fo~ or invocation ~porf~ctly obliterated uy a 

later copyist, The original typa of Western 1nvcc tion, he 

maintained, was very similar to tho Eastern. 

There remained tho Ror.on canon. This is r.eenrdGd by E1shop 

as being a. norrowly lceal rite• oripinally invariable lilf'e 

the Eostcrr1 r1. tcs, but varying later in certain ports as a 

concession to the '~estern tradi ticn. He n<'tos u parallel 

botwoan the J!;&storn onophor11s nnd the HcC~an canon; but a 

porollol which hos been brokon by the intrusion of lctor 

mutC'l'iol. Roterring to tho work of Homan · liturgiolog1sts 

~bo had orguod a similar po1ntt4 Bishop maintains that a 

considerable interpolation fr~ the diptychJ has been 

intruded between tho 9an&t»§ and tho institution, and thnt 

Lewsmtg gti~ and NQ'Ri§t QP2QYi aro also lator C~ddit1ons to 

to tho original prayer. Suppooing that thore wore a link 

like the X7re ~inctus boforo tho institution narrative, that 
J J , 

ropr1ntcd in 



\i'CUld e1ve, \>ritb tbe rest of tbe Canon after the removal 

ot the interpolations, a ~oogre but satirfaetcry ~anl~s­

giving of a type r.arelle1 to the Eastern and Gallican. 

Tho canon would then run; Institution - Anamnesis (lll.W£ 

gt mt'U!19..tfti) • InvCJention Cot a sort i.'1 ~ll~H'ltsea ~i) • 

br1et• but sufficient. Duohesno had recognised that .§:Wl­

p11cgs te represented an ~~vooot1on1 but D1shop would o 

turtbor and mainto.1t1 that this is n<)t in f'oct that ori­

ginal invocation but a lator substitute, using bigb•flown 

but ~b1gious lan~1aae .2 Al~~~t th~ most 1nterast1ng part 

ot Bishop's arguroent is his attompt to recon$truct the SUP• 

posod original Roman invoc~tion from the Cqps£2Ea~&g t;ntli 
1n tho Gregorian and. Gelasian sncram~ntaries. 3 lf, as 

Bishop eontends, the form and order ot thio Cpp§estg~!g 

:2ntai is ~~sed u~on that or the contemporary Roman Lucha• 

r1st1c prayer, then plainly theta is ~ cl~se parallel be• 

tween tho Eastorn and tho Remon rites. Butt and here thore 

is need for caution, if ·:oubt is thrown upon the pur1 ty ot 

the no~~n torm of the Gregorian ond Celasian sacr~ent3r1es• 

euch or tishop ' s argumnnt must lose its force and attr~c­

tiveness. Dix bas argued tnat the Gel~$1en Jacr ~ontnry 

u1s 1n substanee the Roman rite or th~ 6th contury" and 

that tbo Gregorian drt "'s upon "older •unofficially supple­

mented.' books alrecdy (e.?DO) 1n e1reulation in Go.ul."4 

Duchesne says of the Gelas1an Sncramentory; "It 1.s, both 

as rero.rds its origin and text as a 't~bele, a Roman Ec(lk but 

one \t;h1eh has undcrpone many mod 1ticat1cns 1n n Oo.ll1ean 

d1roet1on.u5 Cnee , of e..:-urse, that 1t 1s a.dt31ttcd that 
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these saer~ant r1es aro portly Gnlltean in or1e1n1 thon 

it ia possible that the Cont~9tAtts r nt~a Whieh th~y contain 

may be basad upon tho pattern or the Gall.icon 3naphorao and 

not upon ony SUfipos d primitive Roman rite. 

Bishop• s articlel is really e clu1m thct the pr!!:i1t~.va 

conoo~rat1on p~ayer wao n general than~st1vinr for all God's 

saving mcreirs to nan, 3rronged in a lop1cal (that is to soy, 

historical) ord~r. To this thanksgiving, hG argues• thero 

was added at the ~est su1t3ble points those three things 

wbieh speeit1eally rolQte it to the Last Supper • the 

narrative cr the inet1t,,t1on, the ctferinr to God or the 

ele ents or the r1te, and the 1nvceat1cn 'WhJ.ch sturJS Uf> the 

purpose of tho whcla prayer,2 This provides, o.s it wa~e. a 

scccndary logic l order surorimpose~ upon th thanl~sy1v1n~e. 

T:hia double order is, in Bishop's vieH, the primitive patto~ 

of the onaphora. 

Tho earliest definite trad·tional pnttorn we posceos 1s that 
of tho Eastern 11tur ios, and thi~ fer~ probably ~eprGoenttt 
with only unimportant changes 1n the wcrdinf? not in t'!lc · 
rnoan1nr1 the occuoonical tradition or the early ago~.' 

b'uch n. reeor!struct1on or the lrri.rnitive r~atte:rn woulJ prob:lbly 

be at laast PGrtly occeptod by a ~ood many nodarn scholars. 

Dix haa put forward tho tentative suggestion that the ' thanks• 

givings'may well prov~ to be the oost pri~itivc purt ~r the 

anaphorn, anj the basis or such unifor ity as there ~as 1n 

tho practice of the pr~itive Chureh.4 C1rlot agre s generally 

wlth Bishop's supposition thDt the words or institution• the 

oblation and th~ invocation have been fitted into the pattern 

or thsnl,..sgivinas. 5 L1otZtri3Ill'l ' s hypothesis that tt1ere wero 

two quite distinct original fo.r~s of tho -l.lCh r1st •.Jould, 
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1f proved, destroy the for~o of Biahop•s appeal to tho univ• 

ersal chur"ct'"'r ot his pattern. Dut LietZITu:mn' s theory confronts 

one with ti cons11ero.blc probloro 1n that the oocu~.entnry 

sourc~s upon ~m1ch ho has b~sed his argument aro all subject 

to a wide variety of interpretation. No onet for !nstonco, · 

has yet been able to fix eY.netl~ eitbcr the dat~ or tho 

place of origin or the P14C&9bt• ' This "1ornpos1 te r"nnual 

has b{Jen .:. great J)U2t:le to 1nqu:trars ever sinee 1ts reappet.U'• 

anco 1n lf·E~. tl l!;ven those "Jho champion the ou.thoritativa 

consorvat1sm or th.e Apo;atol1S T'pg1t1rn cr f:ippclytuG admit 

that ' the history ot 1tc author ruust needs raise serious 

questions about tho eontents ot h1o trcatise.•2 Sc~apion 's 

rita• again, may hove been no rnorc than 'u primitive and 

loesl vnr1nt1on e~ th( Aloxnnd~inn fluid rite.•3 Tho eighth 

bcol' or the AQQ§tglig co,net!tut~one is viewed in so m:my 

· different lichts that •it is difficult to epoa~ about it at 

all without gettinl=' nr;on debated pround. t4 llot one of those 

documents can safely be called on authoritative liturp.y 1n 

uso at so:ne definite place at some fiY.ed time. Upon these • 

end upon his interpretation of them, I,ietzmann t s arl'twcnt 

depends. It msy be hold that thoro nrc no more author!tat1vo 

scurc~s than those. However true this ~oy bet until ouch 

time as r..ore c,.eent proof eon be advanced to sho'-1 that 

J.ietzl:lann' s documents are author! tat1vo enotm:h t() t<?a~ 

the weight of Ql'gttt:.ont whieh he placos ttJ'on themt his 

vie-:·. must be rogal'dad ns hypothetical. 

Ev~n SJX b\!t&tP..gsl Li(;tztnardl i !> not roally destructive 

ot T.'ishop 's thaory. If tho oo.rly Eucharist did not contain 

the than~sgivings~ then it is oxtreccly difficult to explain 

h0\>1 such ::. peeuliurly Jowioh fQature should have been 1ntrc• 



duced into tho liturgy in a predominantly ent11e church. 

All tho rites L1otzronn uses contain a th~nvsriv1np. 1 

t ven the Egyptian rite is no execption.2 In any ovcnt 

the evidence L1etz~ann cites as touching this rite 1s 

pat1ont or 0 ditforent interpretation fro~ that tmich ho 

er-rloys. Serop1on ' . rite moy well oo reearded as evidence 

fer the tnct thot in Erypt the ,agnctns, 1nst1tut1on, anarr.­

nesis, and invoeat1on wero 1ntrodueod into the Groat '1'han1rsQ 

giving ~ 4i(fgrgnt RO~ta from those of the Eastern ritoe; 

a oupposi tion which t-rould sup1 .e;rt Bishop • s contention that 

the thanl-~sg1v1ngs are the oldost part ct the prnyer. Finally 

Liotzmann adrita that the Thonltsg1v1ng waG typiccl of h1s 

lir1rn1t1ve •Faul1no• r1te3 • and it is trorn this rita that• 

in b1s v!ew , almost all the l cter liturg1os evolvcd.4 

Rven • if Lietzmann is right • in the Jerusnlern tyye the 

blessing or the broad~$ by thanks~1ving.6 

l:·os1t1ve support for B1shop1 s hype thesis is to be 

founJ in E.o.P. Wy tt•s ~cbat~Qt~s ftaYot6 a grEat de~l of. 

wich is devoted to an attet'~pt to demonstrate that tho Bo~3n 

cancn once followed the pattorn now found 1n .ost Eactern 

anophoras, and in po~ticulor ad1uccs turthor evidence tc 

support D1shop t .9 argument frO!l the C:Q!li'QCrnt~o ronttih 
B1shot:'s recon truction of this supposedly univcrsnl pottorn 

of tt-onks£!1v1nrs, tba port of his t:or1~ tvbieh. mont !nfluenood 

the I·rces;~a~~.~ or Bazsley ond GoUld 9 is our r:1c.in eoncorn in 

this ehnptcr. 

1'he argw ont of the !'t(' QO§p~a begins \!11th on 



oxno1nnt1on or tho earliest liturgics. The authors, nd• 

m1tting tb-t we tr.now nothin~ or 
1
tho \ ordine or these r1tes, 

quote Duchesne's jUdgernent1 thntl the only original Christian 
I 

addition to tbc pottern of Jowisr oynagogue worship was the 

threefold Eucharistic o.ctio.n ot l'thanl<'sgi'fling', tbr()al::lng• 

and *distributing •. ~ey note tro pc1nt tnado by v.;.c. Bishop• 

that tho words of institution wore o~irinolly worJs or ad• 

m1n1str~t1on.2 2y using ev1done~ eitad 1n We~teott•s £gmwgg~ 
tpry on ttl9 E£ai ;;;tle tg tbg 1 e~rows3 they show tba t H c brev 

bless1nea were prayero ot thanksviv1ng. The early doc~en• 

tory ov~ doneo cited by Dazoloy ahd Gould 1r in no wny re-
I 

rrarkable; 1t consists ch1ofly cr some phrases 1n ! C1g~gnt 
which are echoed in the litur~y pt A1C 1!4•~•4, the •teehni• 

eal• use ot tho term eucharist ip Icnat1us5, and tho uaual 

rc>forenees to Justin r~a.rtyr. G lf boeornos cloar thus early 

1n th pa~tpblot that the authors( qin purposo is to stross 

the olet.ent of thonksp1v1ng 1n tfo pr1m1t1vo anopborss. 

But Dazaloy and Oould do not alw ys tollo ~.c. P.ishop ao 

closely as this in detail. they le~ve aside the bulk of 

tho early evidenee of Which he ~ do use and turn instead to 

the third century. 1boy quote t e Canon$ of H'Sl!!2l.UYfl7 

f c:r the §YIIW Qgr«a and words c admin1 stration \11hich ocho 

our Lord • s or1r,1na l vol"d~ • This s s cy t"'Ody' • '1'h1s is my 

Blcod•.r They mnke use or Cypri· 'D ~e L9tg•s rroxgr.20. 

and Clornent•s usa9ot Daniel v11. c. for e~l'ly ev1done of 

the roe1tat1o~ of tho §gnQtDI• e1r purp~se here is to 

show _:hat ~h~ ~~~and ~~ore of o• rly or1F1n. 
I. 15ucFiesno .. -----~~i5lo PP• • 
2. ,fP~a P• 39 
3. ron ot; ~~~1t.pp.206ff. 
~· f'G~s:tm~nt 9 & eo 
~. tp•ad.srn~rn.s. 
G, l Ap.13. 5.67. 
7. .rom Duchesne • <itlt~it&QP Uorm&.R (3rd Eng.Ed. )(pp.525t1".) 
p.52G.paras.2lf~. 
E, .1.b1d...P.534. .. parao.l46t. 
9, !tii" not clear !'rot"l tho ffQtt9tifd.s but the passage ~;1ust be 
.i ,C.QLW;pt • 34, 



Dishop•s point or view was rathor ditforent.l 

When Ba~alay c.nd Gould tum to consider later 

· 11turpies their derondenco upon Hiahop 1ot again, .not 

c1a1'ked • 1hey proi'cr vuchosn!i 's clac .:if1eo.t1on ot the 

f'aoi11os ot rites to B1shop•s2 .... though they reject with 

sccrn Duchesne ' s hypothosis that the Alo~drian liturgy 

was derived from the Remon. At this point and without 

any t"Urther prelireinaries, the authors ot J;J!OQ£§Ql,§ sr:1zo 

upon the liturgy of 'the {Ui{Uit91~c. ~gJ)eytitiU~D§ <ta,C .JI!.) 

os tho ideal type or the primitive liturey. !bey haoten to 

add that they do not bolievo that this liturgy wao ever used, 

Thoy argue, :!.n::toad, that tho man Who eomp11Gd A1C..,V,Itl ... 

~st havo beon fQm1liar with a very similar rite. In v!aw 

of the startling d1trerencos between Bazeloy and 11ould ' s 

own compilat1on3 nnd tho rite ~th ~1ch thoy wore Most 

to.m111ar (1662), '1e may be cllowed to .Peaard this aaaump­

tion w1th :reserve. It has been clait.od thnt £u&a!lll .. vas 

produeod by tt'IITOrlrin{! up .r~rovious 11 turgical mattf'Jl" in .......... 

(n]troe and irresponsi'bJe woyn,;4 r~o doubt much the aaoo 

thing vao said ot the nuthors or rZ2~S§~ie. They do not 

t~sl~e it clear why thoy pre for 6a'2& Vl1lb, to any other oarrly 

liturpy, ~d to Bishop ' s comprcst~od and simplified s.Jar.;('Hh 5 

With tho same arb1t~ar1ness w1th Vh1oh Bishop hod not only 

selected, but actually rcrwrltton his prototypical rite, 

Boaoley and Oould s~~ly inform the reeder thot tho anophora 

or A•Ca!llia !s to be ror.arded ns the best model or priffii• 

t!vo ritss,e and proce~ tc a long ond dotallod anJlysis of 

the ccmme~orations eontsinod in it. 
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Gould added thr~o oppendi.eeo to FrsuJoAQjl• !n the 

first of those he argued, on the bas1s ot i S1Qagp~.24. and 

tho 11turg1os of s.Jr.tmes snd of St Cyril's lf'eture_o, that 

tho iancw asp1ros to l:l.n~ tho Eueho.r1st \11th the worship 

or hoa-von. no eoeposod an el tcri1ntive Prefneo which bJ"1ngs 

out this idea Jtery cloarly. 1bis t:a.Y explain \my Dazeloy 

and Gould attempted to show that tho Q&m~t.Yi was an aarly 

fanture of tho annphora and :lneludo cne 1n thoir" own 

prnroocd pr:)yor, 1n sp"'~ te or the 1·aot that tboy que to Bishop' a 

viow that 1t :ns not an origi11al ond primitive part oJ the 

term.. Eisbop tutd arcttleu that tho fiaQCW 1n 6aGtY!~I. wac 

ot lutor provononco than the tb~ksg1v1ngs.l Dazoloy and 

C0t1lJ r tn1n 1t though, tihcn they (W!1e to tho ana~l;$Us 

gp~ X9D1t; thoy holJ that th1G 1D a lata ~e tura and omit 

it ultorothor rrom their anaphora. 

Aftor tho author~ of the P3wphl~t have oxprossed 

their preference for A.C 1Yll~. 3s the best type to be 

tcllcwod, they proceed to n comparison or tbiD rite with 

the liturgies of s.J~GSt S.Easil and 3.C~rysostomt ~nd note 

the pointn ct 'hieh oach of these differs !'ron. tht) norm or 
/ t£1V!IIa It is worth noting thnt th :· third or t1ould ' s 

appendices 1& D obhrev1otad tr~sl2t1on or t~~e eot:.- on 

fectures of tho Grook . nd Syriac vors1ons or s, James. 
This condonood o.naphora is not idont1.cul with the version 

cishop included 1 . hi.o ··r-t1clc discus !led above; nor tt1 th 

that 'rcoonst!,UCtcd t by DAze loy in l!1fA §imUl~ei!i;t Qt 9~:U.gg 
~:·n1eg .at,. 2 l:o rloubt Ciould previdod this ada!itation of 

a.Jamos as nn ~ld1tional foundation tor the arruaont ot tho 

pamphlet in case AaCeJl!l• should not seorn as convincinrly 

authoritative to tho re~dor as it woe to tho outhors. 

The ar~cnt which f.lt'}P0.QAJ,s presents thus far 1s 
I l 
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best su.~ed ttp as an a.ttompt to abow tbat in the , arly ages 

tho cel.obrant • s trcin or thought was exr.octeil to follow· a 

series ot oo: .rnomorntions, gi~ine- thanks fer God • s revelation 

or himself to man o~or the tJhole ochomo of history freD 

crention to tenteeost. Nom.olly, the authors holci, supJ)l1cat• 

:ton is only introduced into this sohmemc nt tho oemcri!al CJf 

! enteeost wno.rc the l'!tention c.•t the .ioly Sp1r1 t prcN~.des a 

natural link with the tnvoeat1on. Th1s i*enturc , they would 

have us bolievet is the climax ot t~e anaphora as ear ly as 

the time of the Council ot U1ooe. Tho latter part of tho 

pcmphlet is s particular and detailed exom1nnt1on of the 

n ·1 ture of the pri!:lit1ve invc.'eation. It adds nothint; to the 

argument and the ovid~nee e1tod is in n~ way cut of the 

ordina.rr. Tho conclusion to which Bazeley nn:i Gould eo~ 

1:;: that • some kind of il'lvocat1otJ of' the D:lvillo assisto.nco 

wus univorsnl and thGt thoro is no hint {oxecpt r..ottsiblV 

1n }2§ f:~£Aaml'tii•1v.~~.) ot a tnoory th!lt tho recitation ot 
the words of Institution alono ~~uld suffice.•l Uti!ortunntoly 

th~y ~~diatoly ~~nt be10nd what thoir evidenco2 warranted 



and stated catogor1cally that a fully developed F.cstarn type 

or 1rvocaticn was a feature of the primitive anaphora. Such 

on invocation to~ed a part ot the proposed prayer appended 

to their pnopblct. Goula, moreover, devotod the third ot his 

oprondiees to an examination of the invocation of tho En~lisb 

rite of 154~~ H~ deals at length with tho poculiar1ty ef its 

position and quotes Forteseua to th~ effect that sueb a 

position •is unp~ralleled in Christendom. •l Fortescu~, ot 

course, 1s not reto~ring to the 1549 rite in the passago Quoted 

by Gould, but to the ancient rite of Alaxondria. This rite 

is discussed by tho sa~o author in 'P)Q J.~as§2where reference is 

made to the Dair Dal1~eh fragments. Gould bas ev~~ently read 

t his passage or lbl t1ass, but he 1s obviously unfSJr.11iar with 

the popyr13whieh he contrasts w1th the E,.yptian texts printed 

1n Brigh~an•s L~turgie§ Pi§tirnana wi§tfltn• He prefers to 

. disregard the ev1dcmee, such as it is, of the Do1r Dalizeh 

te:>:ts. He rerards the double invocation• 1£ that is what 

it wust or the L,ypt1Qn r1te as bo1ng a local voriant ot 

a. corr:rnon custom. He quotes Fortoseuo agnin to the ef!cet 

that invocations • are seatterad throughout various liturP.ies 

beth within and often before thG consecration prayer.•4 If 

there 1c to be one 1n~ocat1on, th~n, Gould arrues, the proper 

place for 1t is after tho annr1nes1s. R1s hypothesis 1s 

that Cranmer basod tho 1649 invocation upon ':uwn sW1Qt3.2nem 
or the Latin eancn1 and taking this to 'be an invocation 

thought its position a legitiootc one. Gould, therefore, 

rejects the possibility that 1649 might sorvo as a pattern 

fer reconstructing an Anglican anaphora. 

In tho text of' the pEtr:.phlet there 1s neilt a critique 

or some contemporary theories of the origin of the Rot'lan rite,. 

I. F'ortescue iii CathgJris Lnca;s1PRflPd1tt Vololii. pJ). 264f. 
2. Fortescue ... '&Jle t~!filt . p:;i ·3. 
3. ~o~illit Append x rii, p,27. 
4. or escue - Abi MQsa, p. 4C3. 



Duchosnc•sl ~.C.Bishop 's•2 Fortescue•s,a and Drews •s.4 Seizing 

on the admission of both Duenesn and Fort~ scue that the 

Roman r1 te once nlrnost eerto.!nly contained on invocation, 

Ba2el~y and Gould attribute its later 'toning down' to d<>etrin• 

t\1 1t1fluoncc. 5 Thtly 3Ssert that similar! t1os between Eastern 

nnd Western anaphoras ore too great tc bo eo1nc1dental, and 

must be dtte either to n ccmr.~on crigin and constant interchange 

or 1doss or to Wholosala irr.port~tion. This dil~mna does 

not .cxhaust all tho rossibla hypotheses, however, and 1t is 

obviously unsnt1stactory. Fhrases like •c,~~on origin' require 

careful definition, and it is difficult to soc what roal 

d:tDt1nct1on thor'-' is betweon •constant 1ntoPC!1ange of ideas t 

and 'wholesale impc rtnt1on'. The fcrt1C1" phrase rtoroly h~iS o. 

more plN1sont sound. The 'wholesale importation 1 hypothesis 

usod by ... ,ucbesne tc uceount tor sot.~ or the non~flotnan ·'estern 

rites6 1s rejected \'Jith scorn by the authors of ~ tS!P¥8&ls• 

Their nltcrnat:tve theory 1s that tho \ estern anaphoras r.ll 

cr1~1nelly followed the SOL.O pattern as the Eastern nnd wero 

gradually mndo to eon~orr} to the Roman type. This .:ioec not; 

of cc-urse, explain the cr.i~in or the Rornan pnttcrn. All that 

the authC~rs sty or it is that, so f8r rrom be in? the n·.othor­

liturgy of tho \vest, it was thrust upon it 'i'y popo and 

Frankish l~ing, o.r on Enplond by tbe ul trsl'.ontanes between 

t<.bitby and Clovetthoo. ,7 There in onl!' on!! pr1n.it1ve type and 

tho Reman rite is qn inf' rior deviaticn from it; t intor1or in 

rnt1on.'ll1ty, mathod, Gnd cathclic nuthor1ty. It wo.s adopted, 

ps~tly under pressura, partly in zoal for the Ron~n and imparial 

idoa., and partly, if not ch1etly1 'beeause the eler-py were too 

I. ¥6iis f £iiii .. ~r:ititii: pp.fd - §6 and I NB.'cliaptoi i:r!. r I 

~. ·n c,~- 1J1,, 'lo .u~I. p.3o~.n. 
3. lJle l&iJGt pp. 13Eff. & C :E :, Vol.IIl. pp, 264. tf. 
4. As su ·~:uri sad 1"''! Fortoseuo • J' , pp,lS6ft. 
5. Ct. ~ .C .B1sbop 1n g,Q,R., Vol.L\ •P•~~. 
6. ~'~ stian .:g;:sh1R, p.93. 
7, troncnts}.g, p.ls. 
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1gnornnt to m&nage the elabor8tions of the old · ost~rn r1tes. •1 

,,'hen Bnzoley and Goulrl eo:rne to ste1tc the practical 

application or their hyrothesls they appeal for a ~evcrsal of 

this trend by wh1eh the Roman e r nor, became the nor~ !'or 

tv~ stern "'hristendorr:.. The oltcrnfl t "_vE-a as stated 1n ~ rqppgaJ.i 

are either to leove 16G2 unchanged ond faee the proppect ot 

ill0~al 1nte~polat1on or to ndopt the Gregor an canon complete 

with all its f ults. The one pos~1b111ty not env1s ~od 1s just 

that t>:ind of eomprcmis~ ~hieh tros roflectPd '·n tbe nouth African 

f i nal form. The authors of I, ropgsgl§ cleir::od to bavEt based 

their own .- ttecpt at rc>eonstruoting a non-Roman enaphora on 

two fundatients.l principles: to make uso r,f PV!'ry ox1st1ng phrase 

or tha 1,"62 ecnsecrat1on prsyort cl!lf\•i t o bring these phrases 

into i'tcrt:ony with the fourth century patt~m. 

ThE !ourth eontury 1s ~n odd chojce for liturr1cnl 

seholars t:ho claim to be. follo~1np \~ .C.Bisbop• but it 1s 

in keeping with the rest of the p !!~phlet. r<'st of the 

pDtr1st1e eviuonco ci.ted 1~ rrom tha t!11rd snd rourth centuries 

and f.:! shop's o.ttet=tpt to reconstruct n r;econi eentutz onap!'ora 

is 1~norod. 2 Othor r-oints o ~· difference botweon ~ishop ond 

tho authors or l £QPOIAll hove already b(lon noted. Bishop 

hiMDolt co~~t~d on one of the differences in a letter to 

Gould doted 20 Mnrcb 1914. 

t:y Dear Sir, 
lbe panphlet arrived yestrrday, with your 

letter; and I hove read through tha pamphlet, but '·ope to 
de so more carefUllJ by enrl by. If it had only eome . f'ew 
days earlier ! eoul·.~ have revie'ti·ed 1 t for the torthccm1ng 
no. or c.~.R. Lut it ' !l just t r o late to be included in 
on art1cl on three other books or the sa~~ kind which I have 
written ror this no. 

l applaud your couraeo 1rl returning to the early liturgies 
i nstead or (ns many do) lookin~ only to former revisions or 
the Prayerbook. nut I rreter wy own restoration or the 4th 
C{!ntury 3 torrn Of St.J®es (in "'U ortieJ.e The l'r1r:d t1ve Form 

I." ~fgjiniifit p.l4. '" "t . ' ' 
2. \ shop n ~., Vol.LXVI.pr.~fr~ 40Qtt. 
3. AlthoUgh intii!s letter Bishop raters to hi$ own '.fth cetlt• 
ury torn or st.JaDcs' in tho oririnal articlo referred to 
it is clenr that h~ there thought or it ae the second eontury 
form or tbe anaphora, (Seo pnssago 1n ~.;,u. eitod 1n provious 
fcotnote.) 
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of Consecration) anaphora t o the one which you give. The 
bits tvhich I have loft out are those which appear to me t o 
have evidently been added about the 5th century - and are 
characterised by turgidity and an artificial piling up of 
epithets and clauses from which the earlier form (as I 
take it) was freer, 

Bazeley and Gould deliberately chose the f ourth 

century as their model because: 

(1 ) it is the first period which has l eft us a complete 
liturgy; 
(11) it is the earliest in which the doctrines of the Church 
were taught in the technical terms which have become 
universal; and 
(111) it is the latest at which there is any high degree 
of uniformity in Christendom. 1 

Next the authors assert that an anaphora based on the 4th 

century pattern could exclude no catholic ceremonial since 

all ceremonial has been fitted into this pattern in the course 

of subsequent history, often without the intr oduction of new 

ritual, On the other hand the f ourth century anaphora does 

not positively require any cer emonial other than is necessary 

for the performance of any rite . Finally, the authors justify 

their use of Greek r ather than Latin sources; 

(l)because they are truer t o primitive type in their order­
ly arrangement. 
(11 ) because so doing reduces the loss in t r anslation, for 
the Latin in most cases is probably based on a Greek origi-
nal. ~ [ The example ,iven in Pro osals i s the ambi.guous ut fiat re-

presenting t e Greek iein 
(111) our information on t e Ke+t ic use is only sufficient 
t o assure us that it was of the Gallican type , but it tells 
us little of the pre-Roman canon. If we act upon this one 
piece of information and turn to Gaul, we find it almost 
impossible to distinguish what was normal or early amidst 
that vast variety. 
(l V) th~re is much to be said for turning to Jerusalem in 
prayer. 

The last of these four r,rotmds f or preferring Greek sources 

comes as a shock to the reader. The metarhor is quaint to 

the point of obscurity. To Bazeley and Gould 'turning t o 

Jerusalem ' meant making use of the ancient liturgy of Jerusa­

lem, but they do not specificalJy say so. There has been 

nothing in Proposals to prepare for a turning to Jerusalem 

even in the me t aphorical sen~e . We have seen how the authors 

preferred A.C.VIII. to S.James. We have seen how they followed 

1. ~roposals , p.14 
2. Ibid., p.l5. 



w.c.Bisbop in general and yet did not renke use or his reconstr• 

uet:i.on of a second contt1ry ~l . Jar:es. Then, v1 thout worn1ng, 

there 1s this leap trow imaginative to serictiS thinJ.·ing . r vcn 

1r, th~ ~uthors areuo, Neala 1s attempt to prove 1tl u,~st 

be d1secuntedt the liturgy of s.Jecs moy yet oo apostolic 

in origin. For a womont it socEs that th~ authors are going 

to rollot~ Bishop in his preference for an early fo~t or s, James 

after nll, espoc1ally \men i t 1s noted that Gould dovctas the 

second or h1rJ r-:r-r;endicea to a transl.et1on of that rita. 'In 

the ~ainJ sc t~c argument er th~ ~ rQP.2~l,i runs, 'it; [S. J3%nes] 

e.g roes n·nrvellously w1 th St 9yril' s lee tures and with the 

Jjturry of the F.Qggto;U,c Couert:ttu~t9ll.l• Anyhow 1t is the 

nQ-;~cst 1110 can get tc ::-·ntiquity ••• • But 1nmed1.ately after 

th1.s, and thors seer's to be a D2D sqgyi;!mt 1n tho rarg\ll'.ront, 

they ro on to say, '•• so,having deeid~d t¢ follow the 

11 turgy ot the AI1C§tSJ i£ .. CQDfJti~t,~!on§ ... 1n outline • oxeept 

tmero it wanders from thte J.ogicc1 sequence and £rcw all 

other 11 turF1eo • th.e compilers have p1c1rad thA1r phrases where 

they could ge?t pc.od authcri t1 and o. not toe; un• .. npl:tsh 1dea. •2 

['11C.!£~4·· 1s preferred tc s . James uf'ter all, Perhaps the 

explanat1on of this apparent uncertainty is to be found in 

the rw::t that the pronphlot was the work of' t'Y1C rren in colle.b• 

oration. Perhaps Gould preferred s.Jor.,es, ac his seecnd apr.• 

endiy. might seem to ahow, while Bnzelcy preferred A,C,Vlll• 
But !n his essay, ~e . ~!mn~ici~!.. r,: f Di~~n~. S•n:Xisih :...azeley 

had used s.Jamcs as his priraary source nnd 41~ 1 V:l;:&ts. only ns 

secondnt·y to 1 t. In F:t2W<~Ili the po~i tton j,s reversed., 

r:ven though it is difficult to explain this muddle, it is 

very elear that s .James ond A•£tY~II, are the two ch.:tef 

sources for the ar1aphcra attached tc• ~. 'l'he authors 

have nlso mnde use of rh~ases fro~ the 1549, 1062 and Scott1sh3 
I 1 



rites. It woul d seem th!lt Pazoley and Gould had also eonsultod 

tho non-Jurori'· li.turpy, for they ossert that they h~~1o them­

selves arrived at apptt.sxirnately the sar~ res,.llt, thonyh .by an 

independent route. 

11 turgy 1s Os.rwell Stone • s !)odt~!l()*' g! .,,tl)g ,fic~v ,.l:t.J.s:1'tar~l1t Vol. 

!11 pp.•XOrr. Tht. ~xt of the nc~n .. Jurort;t a.nsphr.ro of 17lf 

g1.ven by Ston( doos ar~"eo fairly woll j,n eontont an~ crdor 

with the ana.phora of L:!SRSHll• ln botht for :tn~t('>nee, tbe 

li~cn is retained nfte:r the worde of institution, g1·,1ng an 

11r.met.11~1te appearance of s1cilari.ty. Eu.t tho non-Jurers. 

usad hnrdly anything from 1662 and thoy nid not include any 

v~r1~blG propers within tho eenseeration prayer itsclr. The 

first part of tho ncn•Jurors' nno.phcro is lonyer and !!'Ore 

diffuse• and the oblation ond invccat!on shorter• than the 

corrospondinf parts of ~a2clcy and Gould's rits. 

'l'hc authors eonvan1Gntly printed a list of soureEs 

Uf.led. in compiling their anophora an1 this, with a syotom of 

morg1.nn1 rororoneos used by them, mateo it possible to analyso 

exaetly the prayer into its component purts.l The ~curces 

uzed w~.ro A.C.VI!l., s . Bas:tl, s .cnryscstom• s.,t·~ark, s.Jo.oea 

and the Nosto.r1on liturgy troo Br1ght nan • s 14ttatf!.fUJ !;~Jtgm 

iQQ t1~$lictlh Noolds essay 011 the Gnll:tcoo rita in :E§i~i aD 
JJ.tl'lt£~9J·cex, the Catr:ehet~cnl Loctur.e~ or St Cyril, and the 

t-:ozorabie rrass us<:d to illustrate \-;.c.r<:tshop• s article lilt, ~~~Ui 

1n :Seam (rep~inted ·: n lh~ ,t;oZ£lrpWs., enS 'l!a~£S2i~BD n~.t~th) 

Fror. this conrc-rics of source n: terial Bnzelay and Gould oen­

structod their prc.pc:sed unaphorn. Thay directed that 1t wns to 

toll ow the Co:-.:::f~: rta'blc ·.Jorde in th~ 1662 r1 te.,. After the ®}rg 

PQ£~~ tho annphora follows tha 1662 words as fnr ac the end of 

the protreo when there is a thanl .. s{!i'ttin{' ror ereat:t(m. At 

'l'.rinity the l66C proper pref9ca for tho.t :toast to.l>es the placo 

<>:f thia th~ksg!vinr. as dces tha Scottish prefaee tor saints 

r. hazeicy usod Q sirJilar' system ef lf'!:rp:inaf rcf~renee to 1nti1c­
ate his aources !r. h1s co-culled 'tY.fli.oal liturpy1 ir, ~ 
ti*mi13.Gf\~t: P4¥Wszi;c;f:Z1Cflt which obv1<.-ut11Y fc,rr.=ed tne 
'nO s o · c SY3 err e cr used in ~ tOH,iJDJ.i• 



on most Red Lotter days. A t han• ogJ~.ving. for tho anrol.s atld 

the .?.iiDQt;s follows a~d th<m the1'e is a eoc::;oeorot1on of 

tho l.a\<t and the rr.:. P"'etstwhich is 1nvar1ablo,awl or~ l!'ec.v~o.., 

wh1eh var· co a.t rastor, Epiphany and on toasts of Ct<r Lady. 

The 1GG~ e . nsecrat1on prayG·r serves as a f1xed cor:J'I"-e.mo.tsat1on 

ot the pass1ot~ and institution.. The anamnesis follottJs, based 

chiefly upon that of tho sc~ttish rite, and v~rics at E~stort 

f.. sconsion, ond 'tJhitsun, when 1t i s replaced by tho 1662 pretaea 

pror.~er to those seasons. 'l'bo 1r.veca tion is invar1ablt3 and is 

intt-odueod by the ,.;ords ' !lear us• o rrrereitul 'Pathor •.' from 

1662. T:ha 1GG2 pruyor of Ctlation follows• with very little 

ehonge, ood is fcll~red in turn by the Lord t s Fr.a·•er and the 

rroyer of Hur.:blo 1\ceGss. ~o 100~. \.zords ef administration 

a •·e replaced by an 1nv1 tation based on tho l.SS2 f ()rrt; of the 

words and a fort: of ad~inistrnticn whieh iot in fr.Jct, the form 

of l£549 without 'v:h1ch was gi.vcn/shed 'fer th.ec •. lf a seeond 

consecration is roquir$d the r•riest io directed to e<msocrate 

again &D J:<2$b tln1i£lt usinr the whole prayer from ' Cur ~·aviour 

Christ• to •all eth~r benefits or his passion. • 'i."h1o r:1drnirably 

consistc-nt diroction :ts i r.1portent 1n view of the eontrcversy 

which wns later to centre rc \.lnd the question or r ... neeonrl con• 

sQernt1on.1 

The froneworl'- or the l~G2 .rite as o wholo r cn. ainecl 

intact. T'tK p-:i :rts c.f the •1erviee in which tho conpre(fa tion 

jo1n, tmtl the words intrcdueing t hose p:.'}rts, arr unc~~anred. 

The ~nola of the l5G2 prayers of Consecration ~nd Cblation 

are j.ncorporated into the na'l.r nna,rhot-ot and n place is fcuni 

for each or the proper proroces. The new material in the prayer 

!!lokos up about half c f it!: tctal lengt h. vf this, hnlf again 

is based upon the l ill'lV,U!lge ot e:1 ther &•9 ,ll,I•l• or s.Jamas. 

These a.re, as r.t!r,.ht bG expr>et<:d 9 by r·~r tho r.:ost i er.ortant 



of the sources. The Se<ttish rite contributes onn or tho 

propers and serves for two or three short passores as well. 

s . t·ark, s . Dasil , and s.Chrysostom provide most of the rest 

ond s row phrases are erawn froc st. Cyril ' s lectures, and 

fror the Nostorinn liturgy. T'w~o clnuscs 8l'C ad.Ued dlrect !"rorn 

the Reman moss• but t h('N3 1s no dir(lct vertol dcpondcmce upon 

any non• Bomnn \.e!-ltorn source. 

Scrue of the aJd:itions hnvo, roi' us; an unt:rr:1liar 

sound, and som hove that lif~lossness Wb1eh one hcs coco to 

exJ.oot fr0n translrt 'ons of d~.euse·i liturgies. l~x~ples ot 

this may be ~ounl in the ngst•oangtyg - ' For thou indeed art 

~ost h1ch an1 most holy• gnd wr bloss thoo ah~ wo thsnY thea •• •­

and in the proper for Hoints • dnys •' •••• f (1r ull t.hy :'ifts, 

t~no,.n to us and unlmow• w_ give th: nks unto theo •• •. but rost 

of the w( rk in e~trcm oly well done. The F nl'l1oh used to trans• 

lnto p;.1rases dl'u\tlll f'ron. ancient 11 turries is as far as llGseible 

that which 1s familiar to us in the Authcr~aed 7ers1on of 

tho Dible and in l1.turg1cul source s lii:·e tht' CC'lleets and 

erceds of tho 1662 book. The rer:tal preroee 1s n g· o~ cxar:;iple 

o~ t his apt use of tn~111ar language, The pas~oge , \mich 

will bf; rcund pr1nt£!d 1n O.fl£:Cnd17. l, &or:a., 1~ b~scd ch1otly 

on A,C,Jll~•t according to the outhors ' m~rr1n1l roferences , 

but tho act ual wcrdinr. or it is not nt ~11 gtrcnro. •or ~tom 
all. fathorhocd ote-' io fror. the A. V. ot , phQQ!ons,11i,lf.; 

• ltlrirhty' an(! •: .. v€3rlnst1np God' fron the 166:? pre!"nce; • Giver 

or ~.,11 p-ood thinps' frore tht: Colloet ~or Tttinity VI; *the some 

yeDterdaYt today, e~c. 1 trorr IJr tft .. ey§, xiii t f . ; and ' all things 

v1s1blo tlnd inv.tsfbl e' f~or the li:!.cene crt?.ed., In fnet thoro 

1s vary 1 ttle or thr. lenruag~ c: the proposed ~naphcra ~hieh 

is unsu1tt:lble , or cou1 1 not oJJr11y be rn de suit·blo, !'or use 

1n church. 

Eishop Fisher, c.·re#~ ehairnan of the L1 tur{?ieal Cor:m 

1ttee, 1 is or the opinion t hat the credit f(.r t he fel·'<eitollS 

1. He ··os l.nzoloy'o prcjceessor do sut nrflP.tl : t l31: Tou! 's l. sti'b­
:)equently bocar.e bishop «>1.rst of Leoo~lo and l "l t •. r of retul. 
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usc of ram1liar un· rhythmical phras•s ou~ht to .bo given to 

Gould. lt is worth cornpnr1ng th~ ~emor1ol or creation in 

f·roscsali with the 'typical l t turpy' compiled t·Y !~azcley in 

1Jl~ samJ:J.:!c!~i of. D1v1nQ Sfi,!FV19i• ln the latter this thant".'S• 

(livin" runst 

'.'ho d1dst r.: ~e r.an rror:,; the earth artc.r thine ir.J-;r,e and ,.men 
h trans,ressed thy co ... rr:andzr~nt and fell thou didst not 
disregard not leava hie, o good God, but didst correct him 
as a t£'nder father, d11st call h5r; by tho Law, and d1.dst 
adueate him by the prcphets. 

The corresponding passarc in iroposals reads: 

Who •••• hav!ng medea man a.ftar thine !mate, didst not, when 
h£ fall, !crsa~e him, but didst call and tench him by the 
l~w and the frophets . 

In oaoh the roa.rglnal references indicate thnt the pasnar.e is 

modolled on A,C,Vli4& and s .James, but the second is shorter, 

less verbose, and cert31nly r~otte hs.pp1ly phranad. A f.'OOd 

deal or ' Eastern prolixi ty•l has bNm el!tnin~ ted. !t eay 

well be that tho imrrovernent i!l due to Go ld's influence, 

though it is possible that it i:l to b"' explo.ined qu1te s1r::ply 

by the fact that l3azeloy composed his earlier 'typj.cal 

liturry' f£r the ocadem1c purpose of comparison with 1662 and 

was net concerned with t'lfttters or 1·1 ternry style. At all events 

the rite of ltPPGSClD do~s for the reost rart escape the foreign , 

stilted style, so noticeable, for inotanee, in translations of 

the Ror·an oissal intended for use in Wgl:tcan worship. Almost 

certainly this is owing to t he fact that the proposed anephora 

was a conpos1t1on and not n tr3nsl~t1on. n~zeley ond Could 

showed thet:sclves com' etent and 1r..t:lginat1vc in welding the 

w~ole or their anaphora tof ether and particularly in their 

n~at use or the 1662 propor prefaces. Un~oubtedly the large 

nurnbf"!r ot variabla parts from which the celebrant would have 

had to select thet which was ap~rcpriate to the day was a raetor 

n:111t~tinf against t~e1r anophora's adoption by the Irov1nce. 

1. cr ~ Sala ~,•illo • Ii1ti:2diict!ou iS ::a§t~rii tl Ejiilg:;, p~47. 
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Sorr.r.times, 1ndo<:~d, the br~ak eor.es in rr.i,i•scntence and the 

eye has tc travel do:n as much as halt n page tc find the next 

clause. Thin 1~eonven1enoe mirht have been overcome 1n prae• 

tice by printing th~ whole anaphora proper to aaeh roast ond 

season in that part or the missal which containe the other 

propers• collects epistles, and gospels, 

The c.naphora or r-:opo.sala is so adm1roble en atteflpt 

to trnnslate competent scholarship into a w0rkable modern rite 

that one cannot but rerrot th~t it never became n part or the 

South African book. Dr. Frore, however, apparently felt no 

such rerret, ror he sc1d ot ftoposil§i 

It counselled a follow1np of Greek usagos, and tho rev1se4 
Anaphora whi.eh 1 t oontain~d drC'w greatly ure:n Greek sources 
and phrascolory. The Bishops ~e~e bettor advised 1n net 
followiny this inT/1tat1on to l.lrecise, but 1! trying to let 1 tho Anglican 11turey develop in Africa alonr its own lines, 

With the second part or this dictum one can h .. ;ve no quarrel, 

nor ie this the place to diseuos hov far the bishops were 

successful in devis1nr ~ typically Anplican and African rite. 

nut Frere *s class1f1eation of the proposed anaphora cs being 

of the Greek type is rnore open to question. It 1s airrittod 

thot Bazeley and Oould de11bcratoly modelled their anaphora 

upon A1C,Vlf;l, and s.James, 1n l.an~uage, !latt~rn and ideas. 

It was their SPQC1f1e intention ton turn to JGrusalem'', sp1r1 tt~ally 

and figuratively, 1r. their prayors. 'Ihfl invocation or t' :oir 

anaphora 1s of the Gr~ek typo. 'let 1 t ·· ould seem that the 

effect they ach1evedis net so much Greok as Gallican. They 

themselves• it is tl"'ue, sr>ec1:f1cally disclaimed any intention 

of following Oollican patt~rns,2 and the akc no use or evon 

such :~ncomplote and rrngmentary Gnll1ean and l:ozo.rabie sources 

as are listed eoongst their aut~orit1es.3 They do adffiit, 

howevo~, that the points at ~nich they provided for variations 
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within the anaphora ar~ ~uet those po1nto at wh1eh the non­

Reran \'/estern rites themselves varied. l This does , in effect, 

lend a Oalliean appearance to the anaphora. After nll , the 

basi~ p ttern of both tastern and G~111can anaphoras 1s1 

particularly 1f w.C.Bisbop is rifhtt the same p~ttern. 1be 

principal differenc~ between the two is that the Eastern 

anaphora is invariable (thourh tho whol.a :r1te may vary occas-

1on!llly) , whcre~s the ~-:estern anaphora 1s coroposed of oany 

var:1.able propors. Ae E. G.I;.Wyatt has retr.arll'odJ 

•• ( the) continuity or the Eucharistic Irayor is an important 
chnraeteristic. It obto.ins not only in the Enstern l1turp-
1os but 1n t.he Gallicanl 1n sp1ta of the fact that tho 
Anaphora in the lattor D eompo~od al~cst cbtirely ot 
or prayers that vary froo day to day. For these latter, 
numerous us th~y are , are constructed so es to t1t into 
the framowo:rJr of the Annphora, in such a way ns to form one 
ccnt1nuous pray~r.2 

It would seer. to fo1low that if 'Gazeley and Could tool .. the 

Eastern pattern fot' the f'rSJrewor~ of th<'ir anaphcrti and 

trade 1t vory at just thoso points whore the propers .of tne 

non- Roman Western rites came, th~y wouli have achieved some­

thing closely resmnbline, 111 pattern at least, the Gullican 

massos. A tabular comparison makes this clear. 

tl9Dj Rom@P .t>Jti£'£113 ~£gpgsals4 
SUrsvm eorga 

ll;l.ata,g or cw,tq~tajtip 
proper to the ~eason and 
lend1nr into -

sanctJJ§ 

lcst-<i?<lD£WS proper to 
season - usually ending 
with a reference to Cur 
Lord as a 11n~ with -

ff12+Gt a more OP less 
f xed narrative of the 
institution. 

syrgw;: pgrda 

Variable comrr.rmor~t1on of 
ereation, leadinr into 

Varioble eomrne~oration cndine 
wtth thanksgiving for 
Incomntion us link witb 

1662 eonseerut1on prayer ... 
invariable • sorvine os narr• 
at1ve or inetitution. 



£siiJ;•f£3d~~ or ~­
iit~Stilti; properbiit 
usually containing an 
~namnesis and an invoeato 
ion of soroe kind. 

Variable anamnesis leading 
into on invariable 1nvoc­
aticn followed.by 166~ 
prayer ot tblat1on. 

There is nothing un•Oallican, then• in the pattern and order 

or thG. proposed nnaphora, nor 1s there an~1ng ea~entially 

un-Oallican in tho form of the 1nvceation, at Jeost if one 

is prepared to accept Bishop • s exr)lanotion <lf the origin of 

the Gnlliean typo.1 The port of the proposed nnat'hora tthich 

is least 11l"t; the eorrespoti<i:tng part of the Gallie~n mass 

ia the coll".memoret1on or the Law and the rrophets. The non• 

ilotum ::ezt~rn rites seer1 usually to t'HlVG rnoVf>d direetly from 

ths §ane~y§ to the rr.emor1al of the incarnation or passion. 

This is to be explained by the preaoneo of the ~.enfLqicty,§ gy2. 

followed by the words 'xar~ §fill£tli§t verg }lengaac,tua .. §ts.' 2 

But there aro occasional traces of a memorial of the Law 

ana the frophets3and even or creation in some masses.4 

Oall1ean or Eastern, however, the pr(posed anaphora 

has huJ but little direet cffcet upon the final torrn of 

the South African :rite. In tnost cases where the J.anguage 

or ttoQQials is e1m1lar to that of the Scuth African rcrm 

the s1m1lnr1ty 1s due t~ a co~~on dependence upon eith~r 1662 

or the Scottish rite. Where both have borrowed from the 

Scottish form the present South African rite is nearer the 

original than it :ts to ~·rgpgsoli and it is not, thorefore 9 

likely that tha brrrowinr rrom the Scottish rite is a mediate 

one throuyh J;tQQOsralG• 'lhe enly phrase rrom the whole of the 

round its way into the ftnal South 
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African r1 te is the phrase t to take our nature upon hiw- 1 , used 

by Eazeley and Gould in the than)sg1v1nf for the Incarnation. 

ln the South African anaphora the phrase 1~ joined to th.e 

1662 words 'and suffer death upol'l the ercss f<:r o\U' rc1e1nption. • 

lt is jUDt possible that this phrase 1s to be traced tt.'J the 

liturgy or th€ Lu~itan1on Church. l OoulJ certainly at one 

tit1e possessed a copy of this li.turgy but there is no way of 

telling ~t ~hat date 1t cnme into his pcssession. No ret• 

erc.:mce is n;ade to 1t amonFst tho sources used f'or compiling 

the prf"'_po~ed ona.phora. The Lusi tr.nian ferro of the phrase 

1s slightly different fror:: t~mt used in tt· If£iSfl~ih and it ; 

seems more likely that Bazeley and Gould used the Christmas 

Collect or the P.ook or Connon i 'l:tJ.'!/O'C (whero the wcrd1ne is 

idontieal) as their source. They ~·- ny have bcrrowed the ~ 

from the Lus1t.anion rite, though, of course, it was also to 

be found 1n several of the i!" avowed st urcon. The Rwvd . \'1·~ 

toet.o:tont 1n reviewing the ·;~outh .. ~ft-iean frg~~~d .. Fsu:m of 1918 

(in which tho phras~ also appeared), recognised it as teing 

part of the Christr:1as Cclleet t though he criticised it as an 

1nsuff.:1ciont :cemorinl of the Incarnetion.2 Locktcn was epp­

areiJtly unawaro that tho phrtlse had also oppea.red in \:)ropcsal.Q. 

The use cf such a phrase, drawn from some other port of 1662, 

to express on idon f cun£1 1..'1 the ancient litur@'ios, ia ~xaetly 

what cne 1.:ould c~poet of Bazeley and Gould. 

There is one ether purt or r·tcnosolJh thouvh not 

strictJ y of the anaphora, tvhich ha~ boGr. taker. into the South 

ftfri-ean rite .. tho words of adttinistration. These nrc the 

sor·.e as the: first half cr the wcrds of lt~()2 but ~~i th the curious 

omission of 'wh1cn was piven/shed for th~e•. Certain papers 

arnonest the records of the Li tu.rr.h~:al Co~rmi ttee sup-rest that 

the rorr.: vas derived from \,roncs<jJ,s. These ·· re undated type• 

script notes wnich rassed between ) r f'hclps, the bishop or 

Grahamstown, and Dr Baines, the bishop or Natal. A letter 

l.t!rolor·e 6. Cl.ouyn~'l'fie ~~lvif'· crr:tces f.'r tt!e Hef'ort'ea '1''p!secpal 
£hurches cf Sptin (._ Iortu~a t r;o1 t6. 
2 .C. :.; , rt, ., Vol .• LXXXVi . ~' • =' &. 
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fil(d ~1th the notes, signed by fhelps 9 and dat~d ' Gr~hams­

to~n, 1019•, ~ayes it clear that the notes are ccruner.ts 

~ade by Laines on the Altqrnqtiy§ Fgr~ of 1919. Iholps was 

chairman of the cown.1 ttee responsible for the r;rinting ot 

ttl:e form and seer a to have .£ient Daines soreeth1nP' 1n the 

nttture cf a rour.h draft as r;repared for the pr1.nters. E91nes • s 

con~ents sugrest that the draft had gone beyond the printing 

cornt~ission t s tf•rt'ls of reference at several poi!its. The 

eom~1ss1on had been doinr. its ·ork larrtely, 1r not e:ntiraly, 

by correspondence. f·~~lps, a~ the tishop en the srot (for 

the fern.. was printed by G!'r cctt and Sherry r,f Grahamsto~) 

would certainly hove had to bear nest of the respons1r111ty 

f<)r the details of the draft. Cn the .form of adr1r:1strat1on 

r~aine s \>Jrote ' 

\+:as not th(' alternat-ive proposal her" :rade Ci.e. to have 
an invitation ber1nn1ng •oraw near and re~aive •• • followed 
by the shortened~ords of adrn1nistraticn.) ccns11cred 
and r~jected by LEpiscopal] Synod? lf so it is net in 
the po·w-er of the printiny corrnr..1ssion to consider 1 t. 
The saee , 1 think, is true it the f.·ropr sal was net cen­
s~dered by Synod. 
Q;.n alr.:.ost indecipherable note in pene11 in the margin 
seems to read, ' l thoupht rejected'.] . 
lt however the major1 ty ot .. th~ printinp cor~miss1on do 
:10 t o~ree w1 th t:.e then 1 would ask: 

Pc 
Uhether in the new form or service the invitat1.on 

• e. the shcrtcr e:~rhortat1cn] as j, t ntnnds in tr.e t re.yer 
oo~ has been o~itted• 

::·. and, if it has nt.t 1:-t:?en omitted, whether th€ introduct­
ion of the ~(rds ' Draw near• in the ~lter!ative ¥rcposal 
is r.ot open to th~ otjecticn thnt they are a r~pct1t1on 
c.f ~hat h~s Plready teen said? 
ferscnaJly I shcul~ pref~r thr rr-sclutio~ of tho ~piscopal 
Synodi which wos confirmed by the lrovi~cial Synod of 
1915 to stand, end to be L~eludcd in a rubric at the end 
of trw service. 

In the event the altc~nat1ve for= or ad~1n1strat1on was 

not introduced intc the South African revision until 1920. 

The 1919 form simply contained o rubric such as Baines 
• 

had suggested. But the proposal to adopt the shorter words 

must have come . rrom Phelps. fhelps hcd b~en a member of 
• d 
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the Gr:lham~~to\'m group who had rri.pinolly sponso-red the ~l:f>.DOsal§• 

ThQ shortefled form rroposed by l'hclps and eventuvl1y incorpor• 

at{;1 into the South African rite is idN'ltioul with tnnt of 

t£21S~nl§ in the words of administration to be used. The 

invitation is slir-htly different hut is derivad fror:. the 

samG ~aterial as thot used in i~poawli• 1he !mplieatione 

s<:em to be plain. 

No other purts c!' the present S;uth At-riean rite 

can rossiblj be traced to !.ro~2iilra, but 1 t 1s W<'rth notinp that 

the order of the various r1rnyers in our present rite is the 

s&~o as the order proposed by Ear.eley and Gould. It is a 

sensitle and natural order and i.ts adoption in the South African 

r:i te may simply be exrlained on tho groun.d that n lonr pro­

ccse or trial and error showed it to be the test possible order. 

These few small points of sitt.tlar1ty, mott of t.hem 

eo.pnble of be1nr eY.plained on othc.:r grounds than d:lrect depend• 

ence, ~sy be felt to be a very slight result for the labours 

and ingenuities of the authors of }ro~osali• It reay al~o be 

re-:t that some ex.r:lanotion should to g:tvcn for devc1tinr: so 

much space to \flhut may well br! re~arded as no rcore th-;n a lit­

urgical curiosity. There ere two reasons for this. First, 

there ls a p~.rststent t.rad1 tion 1n the £ rcv1nec1 that t;azeley 

and Gould had a ercot deal to do ···1 th the shapinr of the 

new liturgy and 1t has seer.ed right, therefore, to sot their 

wor}l:- in a proper perspective. I-:oreover the Lit:" ~OfiilS was the 

first and only entir~ly independent experi~ent in.liturrieal 

revision un~lertaken in Scuth Afrtca. 

•.rhere is anot11er and perhapel r.oro 1mpcrtr..nt reason 

for this detailed study of \lhat is adn:i ttedly o by·-w~y of Jouth 

/frican liturgical history, Any t~nd€ncy to *dcte• either 

lintntistieally or theclog1eally r..ust m1litntG a~ainst the 
.. Q I . .... 
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value of a new liturgy. rart cf the ar,tmrent of this ehnpter 

has teen concerned to ahow th!:\ t the scholarship which issued 

in !'t9PO§Cl.J has not 1n its essentials teen dated by the 

passage ot helf n century. Though one may d:lsar.ree with 

many of the details 1~ \'I.e .Bishop's original. article, yet his 

Ma!.n points, and thos(? points i•Jhich &zclcy zmd Gould borrowed 

from himt woul d seam to be such as echolars today mipht still 

approve. 1 .ThGse mo1n points ~ay conveniently be suro~ed up 

ae follows: 

{a) ccnsecrot1on Ahould be reparded as effected by the anaphora 

as a whole ond not li~itod to one phrase or 1nother of the prayer. 

(b) the prim1 tive form cf th~ anaphora was a series of thanl~s· 

Rivings for God's creation 3nd redemption of man; end 

{c) consecration ourht to be re;.arded as God 's answar to prayer 

in pouring out his P0\-1Gr upon the eltaroents. 

Tnis 1s what r.C . Dishop o.rgu~d for and who.t 1-t21lcaala tried 

to translate irtto t~rr::s of a pro.cticol, rnodcrn orun,jhcra. 

The prcpcscd anaphors never won gQneral 3pprovsl, 

thOUfh it roeeiv~d some support. A report of the Gr:Jha~sto\<!n 

ruri- deeanal ehapter2ment1oned 1t. The report beg1nst 

Tbc Lent Heetinf! of the Grahamstow Rur1dcennol Chnptesr 
decided to meet 1n Corr.mitt~e of the whol~ Chapter to 
consider the subject: - cr the Sunday !:orniny Serviee, 
as ~ul:cdtted t:y the !Uahop in ' Surg-EJst1ons and A·~nptations 
of i.c>rviees , 1911.• , ani tc consider the lroposals r.::tde 
t c the Chapter by thf' Chancellor :S.r; intrcduei.nr the subject. 

This report \'te.s found t1rnr rpost the papers of the lgt~~.4C.gnon 

Gould and is tmfcrt~matt:'lly nt-t d~ ted. It must, hove.,ter• 

have been dr ;.:\llll ~P after the pul:·l ieation of t ht 'i:S2HHi 11l§ 

in Cc tober 1913 since th(') pnniphlct is later r~ferred. to in 

t~·1e: report. The ?!le~c;J!tigD§, BlJS! .f.t1~ntat1cn@ of s~t=V1C§§ 

rn~nt ·· oned in the rassare quoted :Above is the bishops' sctjedule 

or lOll. As this was !"Gfllaced in 1~15 by the 3Ceond schndule , 

1. 3U&;£i t P• ,48 ~ cf. \n ~'fo.. p j,. I 'ff t. 
2 .• The ruri---lecandl chapter wos cot·pvsed of ell the clert!'yr•en 
worlrinf! in the Grr:.hamstmm arcm anJ mu::: t not be confused witn 
the chapter of tho cnthedral. 
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been held 1n Lent 1914 or, just pnssibly, Lent lf\15. The 

repcrt ecbo~~lcd suggeeticn~ fc!' ..., revised ..:undny ~ern: nv serv­

ice in which the' pro•oncphora was at! elabc.r:-l tc cotlfl. tion of 

the l.:Cs<k ct Cor mon l rayer order for r::atir1s, the 1.i tar.y, ::md the 

first pr.rt of the Cor.~union o!'fice. The arranger:.ent c~n the ¥/hole 

is lln c.d d one. lt stnrts as !cr tc-!'•n:lng l'rayor in the P..c.P. 

tut the epistlr: ~ nd gospel cor:-o after tho T~ =>vun;, lt-·ith th.e 

E nr4~Ctu§ QS an .1nvar1able gradual betwoen them • The rest 

of tnc rite continues in the sa~€ way, purt5 of thD various 

offiecs contlotod to form cme net: service. The ch:apter sUg9est­

th6t 'it wos within the power or the Scuth Afr1c. n Church to 

reeet the neads of Net1vo Christians by providinp, them with a 

~iturgy revised on the above lines with permission for its 

use, where desired by furopean congregations.• The anaphora 

or this proposed liturgy was to be the anaphora oppendad to 

r.;:op:.sQls• The scheme eamc tc nothin1! in the end, but Gra• 

· har .stown reoa1ned '111edded to the idea that a now pro- nnur-hora 

might be composed.2 

Bazeley and Gould's frqpo~a~i were eventually reviewed 

tor the Church ;u@rtcrly ~eviqwoS 1hc roviow is short and 

tavourcble, if SO.t!iewhat conJosconding, anJ tt mer:tiorJS the 

Grahamstown scheme for a new pro-cnsphora. nlero 1: noth1nr 

tc indic:1tc ~ho the r<:viewer was, but froM the ~entiments 

expressed he mny ~ell bove been Eishop h1~solr.4 

All the proposals froo F~glish sources see~ to be l~ited 
by the various editions or tho Enelish fr~ycr Book with 
supplemontary suggestions 6~olved from the invention or the 
compiler: none of the writars scorn to think 1t possible 
to ~10 baclr boldly to the anclent liturg1es.5 

Let~r the reviewer condemns th~ Grahamstown pro-ancphora as an 

ttempt to 'mix up the D:lvine Office with the Liturgy' on a 

i.~, p. ~s 
~ .• ~, p. 98 
3.~., Vol . LA~Ix, pp.20fff. {Cctober 1914.) 
4. r . Bishop•s letter on p. 6~ suPta• 
B.~.~~~·' loc. ei~. 
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' Greek pattern• but made up cf Roman rnatcria.le.• l 

In spite or the faet th~t the cnly official reeor­

nition it ever t..rcn was fro~n the Gr,ha~stown rur:i-dP.eanal 

chapter (not a body elcthed with any greet authcrity) , and 

1n spite of the fnct that t~e only publieity it ree~ived 

was from mildly intorested revi~t-;er:lt ?l9t:Qial§ has 9 nover­

thcless. left its tr.nrk upon the whole course of South African 

11turr1cal history. When the bishops of tha Province carne 

to issue their revised liturgy they ombcdied in it the main 

ideas of W.C. D1shop and o! the rroQC~&l§• The stcr~ rnised by 

the advocates of a 1West0rn• form or conseeration2quite clearly 

shous how greatly the thool.o17y of consecration sot out by 

Bazcl.ey and Gould ea!t.e to influence the anaphora of the Sout h 

African rite. Tho preface to the Al~~rnat!X9 Fgrm of 1919 

in.:J1ca tes that the anaphora \otas intended to follow a clear 

and lorical order 1n which the thene or thanYsg1v1ng should 

predo~1nate.3 This view of the propGr ·pattern for an onaphora 

shaped the official policy 1n rev1s1(~n over the whole period 

\lntil tho form wa$ co~pleted in 19~4. It was the real achieve• 

rnent of Fazcley a.nd Gould that thecr1c.>s tor which they argued 

should have so don:inated the work or revision t hat nothing else 

n:anaged to o\lst it, even it their own attempt to give those 

thecries e practical application failed to be eecepted as 
an official liturgy by the rrov1nce at large. Their influence 

in or1F.1nat1nr the serious work of revision merits clear 

reccen1t1on and must never be underostimnted. 

r. !t is wortl'i"nct1nJt that similar scherr.es lor ccnflatlng mat ins ' 
and thE' pro- nnaphora were odvoeated in the 17th and lfth cent-
uries. cr.,e.g. Baxter •s liturgy in Hall - L , 
Vol . IV, or the outlino r,iver1 in r~nxwell - · - _ c. t n. 
ti£1::sb! Il t PP•13l t . See also l:aA.-rwell in t 
o.r thg non-:Aielie~n qhPtSb~§t na§a.t.!Dt on t .. e ter.,eney nt that 
time for mat ns to take the plaet~ of the pro- onapho.rn. 
2 , 1."" , P.P• JtSr/f. 
3. ' ve ' < 1919) pp, l .... s, cr. Hi.a:tor:tcfiJ. !lf!CSttGih p . 229 
and see PP• '~ . • 



s?l: 

£hapt§r Tht§!j , 

ln reply to the various criticises that were ronde 

of their work in l£Qposals BQZGley and Gould published a 

joint letterl towards the end of 1913. ln 1 t they sa1.d; 

We have ventured to offer a detailed SUfrestion; but what 
we hope is that the i·rovineinl Syrtod of 1915 will. eppoint 
a. committee to receive and cons:!.der nll SUJ!r estions and 
publish definite proposals bei'c-re t he cnsuinr Synod. 

In point of fact the provisions made by irovincia.l Synod were, 

as has al.rendy been noted, very much more modest than the 

authors of i'£OQO§tl§ mi~ht have hoped• Cne ef the most sig­

nificant implications of their letter 1s that even F.nzeley 

anJ Gould were beg1nn1nr to reodify their aarlier revolutionarY 

attitude to the J:rayor Book. It rnay be that tho r::Hjical 

revision surg~sted in froposp~e bad provoked o reaction against 

any kind of ehanee. The lcttc:r eont:S.nues, at all events, in 

a surprising vein. 

There is substantial agreement amor:pst lj"turrical studentn 
(1) that the preface, 'the prayer of ccnsecrat1on•, the 
.t~rayer of oblation, and the •cur Father• should be reunited; 
{11) t hat there shculd be sorte m··ntion or the Holy Spirit; 
(111) that oernorials of the Resurrection ete., are 
required bp universal tradition. 

In spite of the fact that this letter reiterst€G the train points 

of !::rcxa!2§!il~, it roally represents a substantial concession 

to the sehool or thoupht representGd by Or Frere, It is true 

t hat the 1t1ri ters rraintainod that wi tn:Put recognition of the 

t~ril1C1ple that the consecration should 'be> a prayer of thanks• 

glving ~rranged 1n logical order• 'no worl" cnn 'be satisfactory 

or perrraJlent', but they seer:, to have come to realise that 

such ~ principle could be embod:1ed in an anaphora. far less 

revolutionary than that of rrcppsa~s. The first of their 

three points mirht have? come straight f rom Somr; rr!nstP~flti 
n 

2! L1tut£1cal . ~k!9£m~ In the seeond . • soxre recmt1on of the 

Holy Spirit' implies a very different thinr from the invocation 

L. The it~tter was published in the c5ui:sh £nf.i:J!tcl~ (the c·ff-' 
:tc1nl journ&l or the Irovince), Vol.X.(l9l~)tP•43l. Tho pages or each volume are numbered ccnseeut1vcly so all that is · 
necessary fer an axeet reference is the number or page & v~lt~e. 
2o cr. Frere • SR1 citat pp.lf6ff. 
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of l £Qt,Q3&J.s* 1 Whot is hnJ pEminR, surely, ~.s thDt Ba.zeley 

and Gould ~re tog1nn1nf to co~pro~1so with the approach 

ndor.ted by Frere and the South Atr1ean b:ishops. Tbc f!l"O• 

cess of com}:romise, indeed, continued. Gould, 1n part"cular, 

come more and 1nore to scccp.t what n::1cht be ca led tho ''·rare 

pattern• ror the anaphora until in 1927 he could write, in 

a IZ:eli!orand.um ad 'ressod to r:piscoral Synod, 

The Pr~zcr :rook '·aasure (i.e. the proroscd Bl'rl1sh rite 
of l927J Trayer of Consecration is moro lovieel, definite, 
beautift11 and nearer to onci£~nt r.-reco l€Pt Cthan the South 
African) ••• Still •WG offer here ••• everlast1ng salvation* 
is bettel' than the corresponuinr phras<.' in the rrayer Po· .. ~ 
t'eo.sure ........ rer f:l1 ssion to siny J;ened1ctui,.9Y! venit 1s 
a eons1der 1bl g 1n (in P . E.I ~•l• ..... SWrrQtY: r the t'iUCh 
better Ireyer of Consecrs tion s ~iven due value the 
Prayer EccY. :casure will b~ prefe~rod . 

WhGn this memor~ndum ~Jos ttJri ttcl'.l tho South African r1 te 

ncedc:d only the forr:al assent of Irovineial Synod in 1929 

to become tully canoni.cel :md G< uld w~ s arpuinp that 1 t 

\iOUld b~ better s1t"f.lY to taY.o OVErt" the English Bcok of 

1927 rather than to l'roceed. w,.th the ratification or the 

South African rite. 2 Fazelcy wss probably ~.eS$ eorpromisinr, 

yet the letter which he had written with Gould in 101~, 

shows that there~ at that early st~eo a •substantial 

&fremr.ent ' to \Jihich most of tht~se d~sir.tnr r('Vision sub­

scribed. 

Less than e year after the publication cf this 

letter war hrcl~e out. Fortunotoly ttte revision or the 

Prcyor Bed~ :! n South Afr:!en ·~as net or.u:o of that multitude 

of press1np ecclesiastieol ru~tters to Le shelved on the 

pretext that the war w~s engag!nf t~c entire cncrr y of 

tho Church. fqevertheloss 1t was bound to have sorno ~f!'ect 

upon the eour!'c or revision. T~on • s a:ttc~ tion ~us focused 

else,:Jhere anJ tho mach.ira:-~y or ehurch rovernr ent was in-
b f • t • 
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evitably slowed down. The forces wor~inf tor revision remain• 

od surprisingly active but their activities made loss' 1tt:pross• 

ion upon the minds ef their contemporaries. 

After the publication c t the bi.shops' second schedule, 

Praurs u;on s:xeral OqeastoDJit in l91S,Frere's and w.c. 
Bishop 's were not the only influences to b~ roekoncd with. 

But unfortunately as the s1.tuat1on becorres n:ore complex. so 

the evidence upon which the hi~Jtory of revision 1s to be 

reconstructed beec:rr.es eorraspond1nr,ly rore elusive. The 

records preserved in official archives cover this period 

cnly seantily.l A great many f ac ts wh1eh ou~ht to b$ 

ostablishod with ease are now merely n matter fer hypothesis 

ond conJecture, and even n:emory eannot al\.sys till what 

so~etirnes seem to be quite obvious 6aps. Priests of t~e 

lrovince who arc now about the a~o of retirement, were not 

yet thirty when the serious worl: of revision was beinr dono. 

their knowledge of "*mat was happening in the inner councils 

of the Church wos not , in the nature of things, very 

great and it 1s aston1shinl7 how rapidly f!lemory c:;m fade. 

Thus nc record of r;;a.ny ovents of the pep~ od nO\J exists J 

other events can only be inferred fro~ sueh recorda ns have 

bean r~reserved. 

lt is Jc;nown that the Liturgical \..ofr'.mitteo must have 

receiV-ed a copy of Fropo§g•a sJ.nee there is one azr.tm?st the 

r oeords or the Co~ittee t b~t it is not kno•n what the 

bishopo matio of the r•wr:phlet. l'Ei!RStSalg received a short not­

ice 1n the Q.hut;b Ct1!"WJ.Wlt soon after 1 t was published. 

Then nothing was done until t he publication of tho bishops' 

schedule of l91S an~ after that no fu~ther mcve was nade 

until l roooatJ.i was again reviewed 1n the cuwsb cnrsulelc I 

I') 

in the follo"tJing year.c.; This time t he rev1ower was tho Rt. 

Revd. vi. E.Smyth, who had just retired as ·bishop of Lebombo 

1. See appendix 'l, 1npi• · · ' I • 

2. C~ie~ Chroi~C}Jh ol. XIII, pp.301::1f•t and cf. Gould • 
ll'Hi::::; li:tif , an art1elo in the £nrona.s!i, Vol. xxi, p.7sar. 
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to beeo~o rector of u parish in the city cf Cope Town. Bishop 

Smyth • s article rer.n4TahuH!d the interest temporarily stifled 

by the war. Correspondence r-rovoked by what he said continued 

until ~"ell into 1917. not all these -who t.;rcte to the 

Ct)u;ccb Phren!cli des:trod extonsive revision. A leadinr art1c.~le 

111 the early part of 1~15 had ¢ondemned any attempt to 

forward an indopondent revision in nny ningle (• ioecso cr 

provwce \vithin the Anrlican Cor.~tunion, even in the •mother' 

Church of Enrland. The bishops• second schedul~ was praised 

as b€inp within the compe tenea or one province; but the 

wri tar was or the opinion th,. t independent provincial revision 

dare yo no further.~ 
Such caution was common in those who wrcte in rnr•lY 

to bi~hop Smyth 's review. TherG were those who thoupht that 

thoro oulht to be no revision et ~11 lest it weaken the links 

with the Church of r~,land. Cn the Whole, thourh, it is 

ostQnishinf how little evidence there is of r1r.id objection 

tc any kind of revision ct 11, No doubt thore vas a great 

deal or silent conservative disapproval• particularly amonyst 

laymen. lt would seotnt for instance• tha.t 1n tne l':-ov1nc1al 

syn·a or 1919 ~he wholo body of lay ropro.sontatives rrorn the 

diocese of Cape Town were opposed to revision~ but very little 

or this implneable oppos1 t1on t-la~ voesl in the early days 

and this was probably portly because or the war. After the 

bishops' first AJ t'.irneta.vq Fo;:m was issued in 1919 there were 

public J>rotests apainst the 'proposals tc tinker with a port 

of the I-rayer &ok, whieh 1 t :ts felt s~ould tt;? the eost 

joolously ruarded of n11.•3 And there was considerable, nnd 

v~ry vocal, opposition in the l'rovinci&l Synod o! 1919, led 

by r.r. T.J. Anderson of Soa loint in tho ~lioeese of Cnpe TO\m, 

who objected strongly to eny 1-r:tnd of '11 tcrr!ative to the 

Book of l6G2. ' As to the alternative liturgy, he eould con• 

f rovinciel Synod). 
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ccive or notbing more pregnant with the sords of disturbance 

and heortburn1ng than that.• 1 The orpos1tion s~ons to have 

found a y,ocd deal of sympathy and interest in the eountrr 

ot large. ~e East London ~c3.l!£, .ll§§Q~tsb for ll november 

1919 eaftricd the following report:2 

'!'he proposol called forth stl"onr opposi tifn. !~r - T. 3 Andersen urged th~t going back to. the old f'rayer Dock 
was n:aroly a royal road tc transubstgntiotion, nnd oaid 
it was a pity such a bone of contention should be thrown 
down at a ~o~ent when pooplc were yoarninr. for union. 

After 1919 this oppcs1ti n, with 1ts fine eomtano of outworn 

r~etophor , seems to havo died down, until 1n 19:;;lt the f1nol 
4 alternative form w's approved, with only one dissAnt1ent.-

Apart froM these f~W indications tbette is hardly n troce of 

violent opposition tc any rtv1::;1on of the liturgy ot t'>ll . 

lt has been thought worth collcct1nr whnt evidence thoro 1s 

t th1s point (thou~h it otrictly c. v~rs the whole period 

end is not all tmtt.ed1ately relev~t to the early hist ory of 

the rovis1on) so that its e~·tcnt could be .!eaourcd :-nd the 

seant1.u~ss of references to it eou1 d be at.preciflteo. 5 

The really widesprc~d dtsagraer·ont noGms to have 

coneernod not whett'E~r there shoulrl be a rovis:ion at alJ , 

nor ~* vcn, porticularly, wheth<3l" thEt rev1s1cn ~;r\ou11 bo 

'catholic' or ' prota:::tant •, l.ut what particular tyne of 

ancient Christian mc,del the n w rPvisicn (.ltl£7ht to fellow. 

Quite aport fro~ those who o posed revision, either bPeause 

thoy f ared it u.s ' Rccon1s1nr- ', or bf:'causo it ~i7ht we::J,·en 

tho links ~ith the Church in F~rland, tne~e were four d1t­

rorent schools each ,.-ork1ng for a quite different l·in:~ of 

revision. Theri. wns the Graho""stown group inspired by the 

worl,. of Eazeley and Gould. There wns the Episcc:: al Syncd 

followir'B a ff1ore mvdoratc prJ:tey. Thcro werf~ these who 

i~ 9bYfcb '!PtsWicle Vol:X.Vr.t .494 . , - ' • 
2. Tha aoeol pnpcr so for from Cnpo To.·n should report the 
motter 1n some detail 1s evid nee of great intorcst. 
3. This must be a reference to the 1549 Boo~. 
•h ~1§tg£1Cgl Haeotr~JI p.l99 
5,ee also the account or Frovine1al Synod l919,~ftQ.•,P•I21t 
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advocated a tl•orou,hly •t<:cstern 1 type or revisicn, and there 

were these who desired the retention of 1662 witb prevision 

for • enriehmt"'nt • rather than re~~ision. These last d1tf'ered 

11 ttle 1n ,praetj.cc from the bishops ir aims and ideals. 

The ranks or those who are opposed to Proyer Book Revision 
are swollen by the add1t ~ on o£ many who reel very stronr11 
that the Book of Corr-mon lrnyar9 as it stands, is th{~ bond 
or tm1on betwean many members of the Church, however 
much the;.r mey dittor in private opinion as to e --rta1n 
oatters which have not bnon defined as articles of fa1th. 1 

•Enrichment' was felt tc be tho answer. At r·na time, even, 

the litureical committee was officially styled the Committee 

tor 1-'rayer rjooJ.- .Gnrlchmento The word was meant to eoovoy 

a sense or improvement ~1thout alteration - if such a thing 

n~ra possibleo The article just quoted wns one or a sel"ies 

tiri ttfJn spe61a.lly to advocate enrichment as ara.inst revision. 

Some of 1 ts author' G idtHlS as to enrichment arc rath~r odd. 

!n 1notr.er article or the series he 3dvanced a reost peculiar 

sehome for the ecmflat1on of matins and the Cor ·r.·u..~1on office, 

a 11 tur["1cal oxC~rcise which saerr.s tt· have been popular at 

the time. Th~ service was tc consist of matins up tc tho 

end of th: second "osson, then the eucharistic liturgy, then 

tha sermon t iJIJd tbiD ,the rest , sr mUa'k~D&h 2 Thus with vory tew 

ehan~~s of the rray~r Dook te~t, tho services could be 

enormously enriched. These orticlcs wcmld be l.il'::ely to 

encourage the bishops• tho ~oro eccentric peculiarities apart, 

to st~nd firm on the position or tho 1915 schedule and 

to resist the attempts of the Graht.Unstown group to achieve 

somethin; more thorough. On the whole th€ bishops and the 

'enrichers' were at one. 

The 'Westcrniserlt too, hud been advocatinr revision 

for some tirne. l,ikc l'"rere they desired a reunion ot the 

canon of 1619, but for rather different reasons. The Revd. 

\·t.:r. Al!!ton of Pietern:.ori tzburg in liata.l3 wns the first public 

ndvoeate of a scheme to m"'ke the Frayer Eool' a;rroxirnate more 

'f·~ti'cgFJiiCllh 'Vol; 'it, 'p.412:.. ' " •· •· ' " ' 
2 . . ., vo. 1l.,p.107. 
2, ·ee io{tit P• 1~4 
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clo~ely to the Romw rito.- Alston al3sumed that the f~ayer 

Book was es$ent1ally o port cf the Western tradition onJ could 

only be revised ~.;ithin that tradition. He olsc assumed that 

the basic corm .. on order or the liturgy in E:>st and ~'lest was; 

Son~tVit ~ords of Instituticn, prayor for the com~unicants, 
r; 

Lori•s Prayer, communion• post-co~mun1on and dism1seal.~ 

1662 could be arranted to follcnt this pottorn by ~nology with 

the noman rite as follows• 

~~ear uc, o nereiful Fnthor 
~ho in the sa~e ni~ht etc. 
1~hercfore 1 o Lqrd, otc. 
here wo or!'er etc. 

(A memento or thtt dead to 
be reeited secretly by the 
celebrant) 

And al.thourb we bo etc. 
Our Fothor 

(Fraction and ·· gny§ secretly) 

Uol:&i guoguc 
.f'atnr: 

t':l.tfita .llSHi & }wf!OJ,li 

l.lr-irhty and everl1v1nr Gcldt etc. r·ost~orr:unicn. 
3 fE·ace nnd l)lossing ., 6$9t \i#§.~Q !Uili• 

Alston 1 s Grti elas, though they ~tcod alone n.s early public 

advcesey of Bom::m ~oiols, 1ndieate thot the outburst of 

later roelinr L~ tsvo~ of •tne Wostern form of consecration• 

was not somothinv now. rrobably th('t \•!estcrnisors liha 

tho conservatives represented c l arge body of cpinion,which 

was itself silent rather than vocal in ita des:re for 

its own kind of rovision. Wostern influence was at its 

strongest in 1920 and 19214 but it already ox!sted oven botore 

19lf. 

Alston 's articles did not9 however, appear until 

tho Grnhsmsto~~ group had again oop.:un to press for a more 

radical rovision. F~ther pros~ure was brourht to bear upon 

J:,piseor}~l Synod. Cnnon Gould, in a brier ~ccount of' the 

history of the South African re-c.'ision wr ~ ttP.n 1n 19~·:£. attri• 

i.e 11 t>cti ~hr<.niclJh \Pol. v IP T ff I d :tct.; I 

:.:I , j:Jp.~U33, 3?6, end 
2. b:L4• t p • .353. 
3 . b:Ld., J. . ~7G. 
4 •• )eo J 
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buted the next move to 9 meetin~ of the Sacred Synod of the 

diocese of' Grahamstown.l This view \ias commonly held, app­

arently. The newsletter, magazine of the diocese of Grahams­

town, in March 191£, said of the Proposed Form issued by the 

bishops in the same year; 

At the L -st Synod of the clergy it vras resolved that the 
Bishop be respectfuJ.J.y requested to approach the Bishops 
of the Province with a view to making certain changes in 
our OrdEr of the Holy Communion so as to bring it into 
line with other liturgies of the Church. The result has 
been the 'Proposed Form of the South African Liturgy' 
which is now in our hands. 

This simplified view of things, however, c annot be correct. 

The time factor alone 1trould have made it almost impossible 

for the b:i.shops, meeting in October 1917, to receive a re­

quest from the Grahamsto\<m synod vihich hnd met only a month 

or two previously, to agree in principle to the whole idea 

of further revision and draw up a detailed revised service, 

all on the spur of the moment. Obviously the bishops had 

begun to plan some further step beyond the schedule of 1915 

even before they received the request froi!'! Graha.n:sto\<m. 

The minutes of the Episcopal Synod, in any case, make it 

clear that Phelps, noVJ· bishop of Grahamstown, had already 

prep£Jred the way. 

Fhelps had become bishop in Ocdlober 1915, just 

before thE! bishops' second schedule was issued. He had been 

one of thE! group vlhich had sponsored Propcsals. LH:e Bazeley, 

Phelps suffered from crippl:i.ng and almost continuous pain. 

He had been hurt in a riding accident a s a child and had been 

left with •curvature of the shoulder and a shortened leg.' 

Archbishop Lang once referred to him as a saint,2 and it is 

a.s a saint that he is remembered by a great many who served 

under his l eadership. He loved small children; r.md curiously, 

in. spite of his hunch-back, children usually loved him. He 

had come to South Africa to be chaplain to the community of 

sisters in Grahamstown and it WGS this office which he held 

lo Gould repeated this view. in Historical Reeords 1 p.292. 
2. Pierce Jones - 1;. Frocession of V{itness , pp:-:rn-&: 25. 
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at the timo of the publ l.cation or !~t{Hi!Qpglct. 

Bi shop Cornish sho\JOd wisdom by mal~ing I'helps Denn or 
Grahamstown whon tho vacancy occ~ trrod, 1n or•ler that he 
mirbt bo better ~no~ to the general public in the City 
and Diocese. Hoving thus persuaded f'halps , much ar.a1nat 
his will, l'.lishop Cornish roaign(?d his See, ··and the 
elect:lve assembly had no difficulty in ehoosir·g I;;hel.ps 
to roplacn hi.'n.l 

~ .. ben he ho.<l been b:\shop for a 11 ttle over a year 

Phelps proposed at the t";es.s1on of Bpiseopol Synod held on 

7 november 1916; 

thot 1n view or t."lo dislocation of the Cnnon nf the Mass -
in the 1Jook of Coo:on l'royer nnd of tho unregulated and 
unsat1sfoctory custom widely provalant of the 1ntroduet1cn 
as iQ!Il:fi~i or portions cf othor 11ture:1es, this Synod 
ccn_i ders t;hnt in.i ividunl bishops r:.ny rif'htly sanction, 
und .r ('Htretul control and supervision, experiments ~thich 
• ,J.y r o sul t in the Church of the I rovince &Ch'Uiring ~ 
t.ltur~ical fort! of the :m~harist more in necord wi •n 
l-rir':i tiva MOdels. 

The pro~~s~l was seconded by bishop Chandlor or Bloomtontotn. 

The in!'l.uenee of l3azeloy nrK"' c~~ttld t s po.r.:phl~t is obvious, 

p:1rtieuJ ::u-ly in the phrasGs 'cxrorimr.mts which rnay result in •• 

••• a l.iturrical fc·~ • •• in accord with I·rim1tive models • • 

The opposition to Phelps ' s motion was ouch that he as~ed leave 

to withdra\f it. He ond Chtd'ldlor thon substitutod another 

proposal which called for the nppoint~ent of a eommittee 

to discover exactly what pct.1ers Episcopcl Syz~o1 hod to revise 

the f rayer t<ook, to 1nvestig~lte the .[loss1b111ty tf allowing 

some me~sure of' experirnent, ~nd to deviDe sor~o r,eaTiS of 

regulating 1nterpol~t1ons from other rites. The vary ex1s• 

tcnec O.f this COJrr.itteo helpod to ttltl'ke it pcssible for tbe 

bishops to accedo to the r*'QU~st fror:: tho Sacred ·-ynod c-t 

Grahotctown with the alacrity with wh1eh they did ao. 

By the timo the sacred nyncd mot, tha correspondence 

nrtd artieles Yhich h~d b~~n appoaring spssmodienlly in the 

9butSb £btQV1el~ since bishop Smyth•s rev1ew or ~roposnls 
had reached considerable proportions. One or these nrtielesJ 

p A 
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contributed by Gottld anr.t ntitlcd .atte Rex•!s1on of i:bq Tofuch• 

grigt1g CgnQD,l was l&ter republished in pn~phlat form 

tor the sp c1al purtoso or be1nr circulated to tn~ mcmborsor 

the Sacred 5ynoo. 'l'he pamphlet is undated nnJ boars no 

print~rs ' name but a short p~er~tory co~~end3t1on Titton 

by Pholps 1s dated 1 July ln17. !his eo~monantion runs, 

As tho aub~oet of th~ R~v1~icn of the Ccns er~tien lroyer 
is tc t~ d~scussod 1n Saerod Syn d 1 ! ~- ~lad thot this 
paper ahculd be eireulnti'Jd ~ongst the el .rgy) as I 
ccns1Jer 1t \.'ill help the ;:yr1od grentl:v in 1 ts consideration 
or the subject. 

The article represents a c~nsiderable ~edification ot Gould•s 

views as found 1n Prgpgsg~l· Gould had already p~oparcd the 

way for sucb a ~edification by publishing en earlier article 

cl)ti't1led ~ ·.-.eatsu~.n.,fmr;Ub9tiit2il'3 vhich he odvoeatad the 

a~·lcJ; tion or n consecration prayer like that of 1649 t but vi tb 

the 1nvocot1on after the words or institution and with the 

addition of a re morial of tho Incarn t1on. Th1e co-called 

\·antarn anaphora seems to bQVO openly followed th pattern 

of the C,1llican massas3 tor attor the f.-.gggtup comes the ~­

gQ,i;Eil;:; ey~ and th('!n r pswsa o running, 'Truly holy, truly 

blessed, in thy Sen "'osus Christ Our Lor'l• whotl Thou, c 

heavenly Fother , or tny tender core1 didst give to t~cor~ in• 

oarnnto and iwoll H1 th r..en and to suffer death upon tho c~tosa. t 

This has a q1st1nctly O~ll!can flavour.4 The invocation of 

this ~~o.phora was to b J 

r!urt'bly ~e proy orul bes :oeh Theot Alr~irhty God, po· .r out thy 
Holy !:pir1t upon us, th3t we reeo1v1ng this Holy Co .union 
1n reee~branco or the Joath and passion ot thy Son! mny be 
part kcrs or IUs tody and Blood and be fulfilled w th thy 
r.rneo and heavenly benediction. 

It 1a noteworthy that Gould has here rreforred an 1nvoeation 

upot' tho worshippers and not st all upon tho elements. 

Gould's later art1ele, ijey1!i~£n of tt:.», r:ychqr1st1e 

Can9Dt cireul t~d to all ~amt~rs of the synod, repGated, though 

!:~~r~§~lRiit Vol. XIV; p.212. 
3. • PP• t:.;}f, SUQfQ• 
4.cr. '1n the bUll~ of tho Gnllican pcst•uunctus }:trayers it 1s 
Cur Lord who 13 opokon of as "Vero Sanetus" t' - !rero on the 
:outh Afrieo.n I.tS.:I?SiiSQd FoEJ:l in Jasper • Walt;or Howard Frcra,p. 2C44. 



very much more briefly, tha n-.a1n sut·stance of the nrrm.ent o£ 

fJ:Of•Qia~§· lie wos still r_ov1nr tow3rds a scharr:~ or rovis1on 

more SYL'll·B the tic to the BooJr or Co:,.n:on f'rayer • but ho 

continued to base the thccry of revision on w.c . Bishop ' e 

rationale of the })r1nt1t1vo eonseerat:J.on praycar. fr~sumably 

bocauso his Drtiele was popular ro th(!r thon ... cndcr..ic 

Gould d1d not give ~ detailed roferenees to h1s sources until 

ho ea~e to deal w1th Anplican consacrot1on prayers. Tho 

first An~lican r copnition or the fact that the consecration 

prayer ct.'f'ht to be rJ prayer of thant .. s{'1v1ng, he finds 1n 

Thor:tas Frott• s C.ellec!t12D gf l r1p1t1ve 14t»tA"its,l and 

this, h.e says, was not really followed up until w.c . B,.shop 

beyan his work. 2 tho defeeta in the 1662 fo~,as Gould saw 

them at the t1 o of tho writinr or this article, wore that 

there 1s no thon~sp1ving ~t sll except 1n th prerr.ee (the 

prayor or Thanksg1v1ne ~in spectr1eally ror sg~mupiQQ), 

and that th~ consceratior. prayer is broYen into fra rnents 

instead or follow1n~ one elcar, lor.ical pattern. 

This J.1&rt cf Oould' s f{ax1;d01J of the :nsbi"f'=tA~!S 

Canpp is very much tr.ore like th~' sort or thin{l usually 

advanced by Frere than by Bishop. Gould indeed refers to 

§smg Ir1nc1plg@ pf Liturgical Bgtprm, tbough ~!thout giving 
?. 

ony specific reference. 'J Aga1n tbere seems to be an, at least 

taet1cal , aeeentaneo or r~ere • s pattern for a revised a~aphora 

in preference to tho more claborato pattarn of !rooosals. 

Oculd cites as precodent ro~ the lony~r ' re-united' form or 
consecration, the 1549 rito !»nd the Seettish rites ot 1637, 

1764, and 1910. lle proee<:!ds to a resuml of tho Scottish 



and An:ericar1 c:onsocrat1on prayers and, oga1n w1tbout apee1f1c­

ally ac~novledginr his source, Fives the ro~l.»:r~ngo,..~ont ct the 

order of 166f2 prayors advoeatod by Frcrre. 1 Goul:" pc···nto ~ut 

thnt a v ry similar rearranpJI!ent h~1d toen agreed to 1n tho 
. . 

lower house of the Convocation of e ;nterbury.2 Finally 

be oitco Cos1n' s well lmown recarl~ about ~. verell r:t s evi 'Jence 

of a lonr• standinr Anrlican tradition thot the prayer of 

Cblaticn out~ht to l:4.l said before tho cou:tr,un1on. 3 fh1s concludes 

hie ~::ur.Mery oi' thE: evidence :l.n fevour of a lontcr an:.~ fuller 

Form o ~ consecration than that of 1862. Got~d adds to his 

article, with an an:az1nr facility for producing onaphora.s 

suitable to every occasion, a new proposed soheme tor a revised 

South African consecration prayor. 

if~S!C~I• ·g oroy snd thanksgiving bo to Ti'H'?Ot Aloighty God our 
Heavenly Father • • (continui! g as l662J • •• th1ne only Son 
Jesus Christ tc become Incarnate an1 to suffer doath 
• • • <as 1662) ••• 1n romcebroncc or ce. Wherefore, 0 Lord 
and Bonvonly Father, we thy h~ble servants, havinr in 
remembrance t he blosced passion and precious doatht the 
mighty resurrection and glorious ascension of thy aoar 
Son, entirely destro ••• tas 1n 1662) ••• lively sacrifice 
unto thee; humbly beseechinp theo to pour out thy lloly 
Spirit upon USt that all wo wbo aro pnrtakers • •• (as 1662) 
•• • world without end. A~en. 

This was the third order or consecration prayc:r to have been 

proposed by Gould and 1s even less r~vclutionary thnn his 

, so-cnlled •western ena.phora.•. It is of considerable import• 

anee in connoe t ion with tho !:t' pqaed Fsn:m or l9lf. 

By the time that the 3rt1cle containing this third 

annphora was c!reulatod to the elcrgy of tho diocese of 

Ora··· Qttlstown a motion had already baen set down on the a.:enda 

paper of tho Sacred Synod requesting the bishops to permit; 

(1) the re-arrangment or the Holy "'omrt"union so aa to yo 
Preface; Sanctus; Consecration Frnycr; Preyer of Rumble 
Aeeesa; Cot:r.lun1on; Pr ayer of 1'hanlrsriving. 



(2.) t he insertion of mezror1.,ls cf tho great events 1n tho 
work or our Pedempt1cn such as aro rotmd in most oth~r 
l~turgies of tht Church. 

l·1shop I helps presided at the synod and there can be 11 ttlo 

·doubt that· be would bave ertCO\JI'nged merbcrs to tako a favcur­

able. v1~ of the resol ution. This wns introduced by the dean• 

Bernard Wil liams , and seconded by the a~chdeacon of Port 

fl1zo.betb , A. T.11rgll'l.nn. Dr ~1rf)mOD 'iltas a colourfUl and dynamic 

t1gure, tho last colcn1ol e1v11 chaplain 1n the dicceso. lle 

was somethinp or o liturgical scholart having written, amongst 

vnr1ety of other works, 4he Frazer Qopk w1tb §cr1ptyrg Prgotsl 

~c bcol' bas a quo1nti old-fash1onea flavour to the n;1:tdern 

reader and the views exp~essod in it hnve no bearine urcn 

the eour$e of rov1s1on 1n tn1s country. W1rgman•s upeech 

at the synod was oln:ost his last off1c1al aett for ho d1e4 

scon aftor roturnlnr to Fort Elizabeth.~ 
1'be resolution seems to bavo met with general nP.P­

roval. Acc .. ·rdinf' to the minutes er the synod, ,,1/ost, th.e 

chancellor or tho c thedral and one or the Grahamctow.n group, 
. . 

seems to have opoken stronr'lY 1n fnvour or tho second part 

of th~ motion. He nrgued the noeoosity for a logical and 

straightforward onaphora for translation into the nat1vo 

~1aloets ~1stoad or porpetuattn the dcfeets of 16G2. 3 Bazeley, 

now warden of St Paul•s . spoke toot ro1t~rntine h1s old argu­

ment thnt the 'do this• or the norrntiv~ or the in9t1tution 

muot include ' give tbpQ)s,i•. lf Gould does n.ot scoo to have 

1ntervoned 1n the debata t all nndt lthou h it vannot be 

det~.nitcly dotem1nod1 it appears that he hod already left 

the diocese to become a temporary army chopla1n. It oeems 

hard to explu1n, otherw1so, why he shoul .. ~ have kept silence 

on a metter for Which ho had done so cueh of tho work. The 

I . Dtimroso and Sene, if,§, and rev! sod again 1li l~f§. ' " 
2. C \; , Vol. XXI, p.7na. 
s. • , p.16 , where this point is ll:ade in alt:oet 
identiea O- guage. 
4. ct. l;oSQ§AA't P•2• 



mot ion was eventually carriQd with only two dissentients 

and the request was forwarded to Episcopal Synod. 

tt .e bishops asscLblod for synod on Cetobor 17t h. 

!be roport presented by the Liturgical Co ... 1ttoo snows that 

the co ro1ttee had boen trying, not altogat' .or successfully, 

to do 1 ts work by eorrospondence. J.'of t ot tho l'cport is 

eoneornod with pruyors for the dend and is not relevant to 

tha Euehor1st1c en&phorn. The only tr~tt~~r not irrGlovant 

1s the final stato~ent 1n the report. 

1:'be repcrt of the Joint COt'"f!>i ttee or the Convocation 
ot Canterbury is in th~ hands of the Bi.shops; it deals 
with the reply of the Convocation to the Royal Letters 
of business. It contains · attor or real liturgical in• 
terest, and it appoors to be of urgent importunee that 
the Synod should considor it, nnd determine the atti• 
tude tc be ador ted to it. lt [this 11t• ttust r ofor to 
the Liturgical Cor:t.1ttee) reecr.r.ends that t.ho Bishops 
should refor it ( the Convocation report] • with theil' 
rocor~ondntiona, to their s~vorel Chapt ers. and thot 
tho r eports ot the Chapt ers shall ba considered nt the 
na~:t n:eeting of tho s~ 'nod . 

Your Cottmittee desire t~ draw ~ttont1on to tho new 
phaso entered upon by the Lower House of Cant~rbury 
1n regard to the d1sloco.t1on ot the! Canon · nd trU$tS 
that tho Synod will consider the subjoct afresh and ar• 
rive at some iefin1te eonclus:S.on on this vory i mpor­
tant l!lattcr. · 

It would se~m, trcm ths records of the ·Ep1seo! sl Synod , 

that the co~~ittee appointed as a result or Fhelps 1 s 

motion at the previous session of the Synod ht'd t ntren 

legal advieo en tho Episcopal Syncd •s powers of revision , 

for after the end of the meetings of the Episeopal Synod 

t he Archbishop ~ \tlill1tlm trarlborough Carter, sent out a 

list of the proposed al t e r mtions t o the l'rayer Dook2 to 

Which ho apFended a nota& 

1. ·aaport of tllo (;ommlttoe 01'l flturiieal Enrlcht ent 'dtc ........ 
to Episcopal Synod 1917. Tho report from Convoent1on must 
hnve been Report No.504 which vas in f et lmter sent to the 
Chapt ers . Toe 'now phaso • must ref~r to the mova mnde by 
t he Lower House ot Canterbury to re-arren~o the ord~r of 
tho prayors in 1662 - see R.c.D. \Tas~er•kl§tigr n;xarsl ~til 
p.&tt. Substantially the s1tuatior: had no alte red by the 
t1rr.e the l9lf. tE~Ii~lfUl Form was r~rodueod . 
2. Satta P• 85 



1 an not myself convineed by Chancellor Talbot that the 
faet that Prov1ne1nl Synod might consider certain modi­
fieotions in the Frayer !iooY Service to lJe fr...r the gene­
ral ~dvantage cf tho Church o ~ tbe rrov1nee conetituten 
'a circumstance of this rrovinea ~1ich roqu1rPs modifica­
tion • ot the Book of Cor::::-on l;rayer as ve have reeei ved 
it from the Church or Enr!and. Et1t asstvning he is cor• 
rect l should be preparQdfo sirn the report. 

Unfortunntely 1t has not t'Gen posa1ble to trace Chancellor 

~albot' s odvioe beyond th1s one reference , but the arch­

bishop's letter males claar that this legal a~vica had 

been sought ~nd what the tenor or the rGply w· s . Cn the 

other metter entrusted to it, the regulation of interpola­

tions rroc other r1tos into the 16e2 office , tho committee 

wss opparontly able to do noth1nr. 

~e bishops in synod also r~cai"!ed tho roquest 

from the diocese of Grnhnmsto~~ for thorough r~v1s1on of 

tho eucharistic r1te. The result or their dcliboratior-s 

on those various ~attnrs w s that tha Synod· decided it 

had the pOW('>'rt subject to tho eont1rmation or Frovincial 

Synod, to authorise departur'!s trorn th~ Bo«·,k or 1002, "~nd 

it seems to bava agreed 1.n p~ineiple to the 1den of re­

vision and renrran,e~ant . It 3ppesrs to be unlikely, 

however, thnt the Synod decided more thnn tho principles, 

end porhaps tho score and extent of the revision, rro­

bnbly tho actual details cf the r~v1s1on itself were left 

tc a com 1ttoo appointed by tho Synod. The eorrespondeneo 

vhieh passed between the archbishop ond the other bishops 

suggests that the word.1ng or the pro.t:osed depatttures fttom 

tho 1662 Book had not been deeiddd upon by the Synod as a 

't1ho1e. Dr. cartor 's letter was datod 23 Janunr"y 19lf. ond 

re~d: 

!~y De!lr Bishop t 
I am enclosing a copy of the resolution 

passed at tho last Episcopal Synod for tho roar~anping 
of the Prayers in the Corounion Otficel and also the 
~lterat1ons. I~ asl1np the Dishop or Grahamstown wbat 

i . soe iiE~iliiti ~4"e~nsmi ll9sc5p'~f & el'~preraco'.to ·· 
the t;j.~-------- _Q_J1i;_ t .1 19 p. l . 



he thinks should be done new with rogard to arranging some 
coplos or the service. 

I should L~ ,lad to have your opinion in the matter. 
I don • t suppo:;o that there will be any deClGnd for any large 
number of copies as yet, and perhap:J it would not oo as 
well to print the rubrics· ete. Any sugg~st1on from you 
would to helpful. 

the meaning or the t1rot paragraph or this l.£tter seems to 
• be that the Synod had passed thc.resolution 1 for thft 

rearranginv of the Prayers in the Coc~un1on Cffice• , but 

not the actual ' alterations '. lt was to this lettor that 

the nrchb1shop appended his note about Chancellor Talbot•e 

opinion. 

Fholps 1 as ccnvener of the ccmmittoo 1n c~arre or 

the revision, arranged to hnvo cop1os of tho serv1ea printed 

and the bishops of the ~rovinee made no ~~ther cor.menta or 

suggestions on the alterations proposed, for the printed. 

fJ:2Qfl§Gd Fova ot the §olltb ltltl£10 14turcxl agr<aes exaetly 

with tne list appended to the arehbishop •s letter. P~cbably 

not many copies wero printed, and certainly the uso or tho 

l£2DQ§ed Fotm ~as very earetully controlled. In Grohomstown 

the position was that ' the Bishop hQn sanctioned the use ot 

tho new order at the Cathedral on tw days a weak, which 

days are \~edbcsday and Friday. ~op1es will be handed t o 

those ,_rho cor-e, or they can be JlUrchosod at 2d each. •2 The 

bishop of St Johns, Dr Willia~s, who bad been Fhelps ' s pra• 

deeesoor as convener of the Liturg1eal vo~~itteo, sent out 

cor1es of the [ropo§ed Fqt; to the clergy cf his diocese 

with a eovcr1nF lc tter dated to.y lOU • 

T"ne proposed form tor a South ;\friean Liturgy is e1rcul.• 
oted for thf fnforr:at1on or f rie$ts in \othtd"(l'e of l a:r1shes. 
It 1.o issued tentot1vcly1 and 1 shall be prepared to give 
porc.:1ss1orl for 1 ts use experi~ontnlly and eccasi.onally 1n 
certain parishes in order that the poopla may be~ome 
acquainted with · ,at is proposed. It must not be used 
without the Bishop's expressed por~iss1on. 



cf7: 

The new form, then, was altog~ther tentative and 

experimental, an 1nd 4 eat1on of tho s~rt of revision that 

oight bo attecptod rather than n formal revision its~r. 

It \l.fas, 1n tact, a • proposed• rathor than an 'alternative 1 

fo.rm. 1 This raet may help to e~pla1n vny the bi.shops were 

cont0nt t6 decide tho broad principle nnd loavo the details 

to tho co~itt~e. It the Synod had already settled the det• 

ails, there would surely have. bnen no noed fo~ the archbishop 

soma mcmths after tho Synod had finished its s1ttinc to 

c1reular1se the ~L~bers with copies ot the re~ort of the 

Liturgical Committee ana th~ dQtail~ or the nlterations 

proposed. In. so far as tho minutes of tbe Synod are clear 

:.1nd deeis1ve, they support th1s view. The report t'lade by 

the Litury1cal Co~1tteo 1n Cctober 1917 contained no ret• 

erenees to part:S.cular change~ in t~e r1 te, but oslts the 

bishops to eons1dor t re matter of rovis1on and make it poss• 

1blo tor tho1r ehaptors to review the s1tuat1on.2 Yet the 

archbishop attached to his letter a list of proposed changes 

headod Rcnmtt gt ttl• Cqmo~t~~i gg pevta.t,on~ 1;'tsm thm, l3opk 

Q£.Cgpnog PtiYQt• The report is not dated, but 1t is hard 

to beliovo that it hnd been prQsented in Cetober 1917 at the 

s~e time as a report collin~ tor gQncral consideration or 
the ~~' le questi~n or revision. There was no other session 

ot Episcopnl Gyncd beforo the archbishop wr~tG his letter, 

so it seems that tho committee must have prc~ueod the report 

contfl1n1ng detailed proposals tor revision some time betwGon 

Cetober 1~17 and JQDttory 191£, when the archbishop's lettet­

was wr1tton. There would hardly have been time for the 

bishops to have drn\.-n up tho f'£OfiSH!@Sl ~om durinp the session 

or the Synod itself. It seetr.s far e.ore like~y that the 

course or events was scmethinp like thisJ 
Episcopal Synod met in Cctober 1q17 and roco1ved a report 



fro~ the ccr~1ttce Vh1eh drow their attertion to Report No. 
504 of Conv.oeat1on and aslred them to sulx:':lit this to the 
diocesan ch.o.pters tor consideration. But Report tlo. 504 
contained no survest1ons f<:ir rav1sinp the eucharistic 
11 turey so tne bishops were further sah:td to mako some 
suggestion tbomsolves on this port or the service. 

Tho bishops did not draw up a detailed reV1$0d form ror 
th<! liturgy at Synod! tor that wculd have loft sene unm1st alr• 
ablt record in tho m nutes, but agreed in principle to 
th~ order or tho rearran~ent or the r1 te and re~erred tho 
details to the comnittee. 

!he coccittoe dr~r up tho i££~§gij fstm between Cctobcr 191? 
end January 19lf and sentt to tho arcbbishop who c1reulat <ad 
1 t aeonest the bishops of the 1 :rovinco and then arranged to 
have·it printed. 

The I fi~&iAsl {;rn was thon issued for altper1mental use and 
submi e to he diocesan chapters tor consideration. 

Th~ Tt2~2jed, f2£1 left th~ ; irot part of the 

service untouched, thc~uP."h o.ccor<lh!f to ono of the schedules 

attached to the ~r~hbi1hop's l~tter the eo~1ttae had pro• 

posod to allol:r the su~ mary or the taw o'f' the throefc,ld T)Xt1g 

to bo used instead or the ~ecnloguc . Tho forM b~vins ~itb 

the rubr1e,'-.rhe serv1cr: to the t."nd of tho lrayer fer the 

Whola State of Chr1st•s Church, as 1n the Book of Cw.mon 

frnyer. After which ths !riest shall proceed, saying •••' 

Tborootter the order 1at 

Cornrortnblo 

j»rJYm go;:9a .. as in 1662 
re nee an ,),D; tus 

1662 l reyer o Consecration 
frayer of C.blation 
Lord's lrayer 
Short E;:v.hort~tion, Confession,. 

.io:rds. 
Prayer of Humble Aceess 
Communion. 

Absclution, & 

This was not the ~rdor or prayers 3S requested by the Snered 

Synod or the diocese ot Gra.honstown, whose prcpcsed order 

arroed u:lth th. t Dt·proved by the low&r hcuse or tho Convoc­

ation of Canterbury . 1 

1'he now anaphora• the basis ot which was the 1662 

prayers or consecration and oblation, eontu1ned several new 

phrases and clauses. It opened with thm words 'All glory 
11 1 , 



lf9t 

ond thonks~iv1ng be to Thee •• •, core or less what is found 

1n the t~ott1sh and American prayers. The rest or the 1662 

prayer or consecration was unchan -ed except for tho addition 

or the phraso •to take our nature upon him and•,rrom fr9DS§Ils• 
The link with the prayer of Oblation was the customorv 

'.iberefo!'e •, l!rost invsriable in Anrlicrn revisions of the 

anaphora and suggested ~tvr nl1a by Fro~e 1n §o~e rrtQQ1Q~e§ 

2r L!&urr+egl net2m•1 The Jiroppsld For;?-, 1ndead, 

to a ver7 lrrgc oxtent completed the work or r~~odalling tho 

1662 rite on th~ lines suggested by Fra~o in this boo~. 

Tho bishops' schedules or 1~11 and 1915 followed Frere' s 

pattern fer rev1s1on.3 The Fropolt4 Fg£1 continued the aame 

policy and it ·was cnly,in tbe end, produced nt all because 

the ct'ticial reports or the English ecmvooations ecntu1ned 

no ~pee1t1c provision for a revised Communion oftioo.4 The 

fact that tho Fropo§gd Fprm is ~ application or tho conserv• 

at1ve sChefl!.e tor revtsion ,uggested by lt')rcre 1n 1911, malros 

Gould's acceptance or Frere ' s pattern tor the anaphora a 

mattor or cons1de~able 1~portance.5 Gould 's influence on 

the 191£ form wns ry o4 as will 'bt'! show, but 1t 

could not hove been so had Oould not already shown that he 

~s willing to med1ty the revolutionary attitude that he 

and Bazoloy had adopted in ProQOSQl§• 

'l'he prayer of Oblation in the l9lf torm eonta1ns 

an anaronee1s, 1hav1np 1n remembrance tho blessed Passion and 

pr c1ous Death, the mighty Resurroct1on and glorious Ascen­

sion of thy donr Son, end looking ror his coming aFain w1~h 

power and great lory•. These words are used 1n the Scottish 

rite and ~ore borrowed from that source for tho anaphora ot 

P,.;oposgJs. The 19lf torm also contained an invocation, 

'•• that thy noly S~1r1t Lay be po~red upon us that all we 

~:~~:r~~o2~i~tE~l ~b:9~aphora or ~o fropoFPi form .see •. 
appendix 2, inllA• Revisions or the South A r ean rite are 
always known-~ato of. pub11eat1on not by dato of adoption 
by Episcopal Synod. 
3.suprfhPP• ~oJf: 
4 •lll»l!ibP• 84 
5.-Soe-SUpra , pp IIJf. & J.pfra, PP• IJ31t. 



'Who aro PAlrtokors or this 11011 Co-_ r:union may worthily 

receive the moat P~oious Body an~ Elood or thy Son and 

be rulfilled wi~1 thy grece and heuvenly benediction. • 

The words 'r .. uy wcrthily receive the most preeicus Dody 

and Blood of thy Son' are from the Scottish t-1 to and bad 

alrc;ady been used in the invocation of 1 .J:sn;;osibl§e Other• 

wiua, apart from the protocol 1ntroduc1.ng the Lord'& 1-'raye~, 

the t-lording of 1662 is unch.ar1god.. 

It is clear r~ou the forogo1ng aecount that the 

bishops \~WOUld b~ prodispoaed to aecopt thGse changes, 

(vnenevor they we:r•o vode by tho J.,i turr.icol Ccmmi ttee) s1mp• 

ly because they so very largely followed the sugrest1ons 

made by :Frere irJ §.s;wg .fdda2~Pli~ 2t: t~ms~<u~;L &Jt~ m. by 

which the bishops had already evidently boon guided in 

tlu~1r earlier attenn,ts at revision. In this ser se the 

tE.Qlt~" §§d fgr,m n:orely col\\pletod & scher.:o on which the bishops 

had al.Naady embarked• Eut in additiOD the char.ge!l ~'Culd bs 

likely also to eor t:end themselves to fhelps and tho Grahams• 

town e:roup since so tltmY or tnom reflect the epirS.t of tbo 

f£QRwiOl.Pt Indeed. in a very real sonso Gould must be re­

garded as tho author of the l.9lf !'£gpogu~! FQ£m1. !he nov 

anophora echoad alcost word tor wcrd the anaphora Gould 

had devised in his article 1:09 bx!a2,gn .~C lbl iu<cbita.§~!Q 
~{IDQn, putlishoa first 1n the Qb»£;h.Cbt9tr\cle and subse• 

quently circulated 1n ~aephlet to~ to the ~embers or the 

Grahamstown Saercd Sybod.l The only additions to Oould•s 

form were the throe phr::tsos 1 to tal'a our nature upon him'; 

• looking to~ his eom1ng again Hith power o.nd treat glory' 

and •oay worthily receive the P~dy ana Blo'd ot thy Son', 

and the first two of the~e sre to be found 1n tho anap!•1ora 

or frollO~UllA• T.h.e one ~nieh rofers to tho lnearnat1on is 

i. AYPtG pp ~ 71 h.. . " I ' I .. ' ' I ,. " 



happier than GGuld's l~tor suggcstionl 'to become In· 

carnnto• ~inee it fits mora oaa1ly into the rhythm ot 

the 1662 sontenco. In ell other respects Gould's sug­

gested ana~hora and tho ancphora of the ftgp~~ F9~ 

arc identical. 

It is not surprising that Gould ' s influence 

upc~ th~ new term should be so strong. The order hnd 

been drawn up by a ecmm1ttce, Which p~obably possossod 

consiueratlo powers or independent action and of wnich 

1 helt~s w~.s the convenor. 'l'hat Phelps \fas still rnvour­

nbly inclined towards tho point or viow hold ty Gould is 

ov1dont 1n tho aotx nd~tory note with ~ieh he prefaced 

Ihf, RtiJ:aion c.f' tbG E!JSbar~§t~g Cqnon, !-'ore ever Gould 

bad ccnc1dcrobly modif1c1 tho ~lnn fer rcv1s1rn ~s first 

put f~rw3rd tn tro]O§i-lftA He wo~ no longer demanding any• 

thine so revolutionary. Iba ftcy1§1Qn nt tn~ ;~ehar1§t'g 
~gno,n j,s t:ueh more modest and i:nueh . c~·a lizr1ted by the 

tro~itions or tha Eook or Co! rnon Froycr2. Th'l~e 1s no 

doubt that Gonld ' s loter nttitudo vould be far ~nore ac• 

eeptable to tho bishops at:) a whole, and JllA Rcvia,.~n sat 
.tb9 ~ushcr1.s~!s< Cwnml \ms pr1f'i; t;aei!l mn~e lilrely to in• 

i'lucmco South Arr~.ct\1'1 revis'-on than was fro(2c,uJa_, even 

thoUgh 1t 1s a t uch l('S::J rian1f1cant :1nd leso well docu• 

mented work than the ear11or pamphlet. 

The 1mpros51on that the 1911-

J. rgoly tbe wor1' or the Orahar ~tc'Wtl group, and or Could 

1n particular, is strE~ngthened by the la.nguagr. of the pre• 

faeo to th~ ?orm. The .r;rorr.co bog1na•3 

::hon Cur Lcrd eor.rfltlded us to '")c this • Ho 1nton,1ed us to 
include amons those things to be done1_ ne:t only the Break-
1n~ of tho Bread and the directions •Tqke ent • ~nd •Drink 
7e oll of this ' but al.sc tht! Giving or Thanks, sinco that 
wss the first stop in his o~~ action at the LG3t Supper. 

l. SUPEO P• g1. 

2. 11:1 p. ffl 
3.1:~1JSR.SS f.2rm of tJlg u9Uth Atra.elm ic!$Yrr,a,p. 3 
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This ar~umont is so typical or Dazelc,Ithat the iangucge 

might very ecs1ly be hia. A~a1n, tho prara.co roes on to sa.Yt 

The lack ot· thanksriv1ng in our present :1orv1cc has had 
the further result or obset~ing the God-ward aspect ot 
the Eueh~riat as a corP'rate act ot worShip, and hns 
coneontrated attention upon ' the altar rather than on 
the hetvenly net·on; the Consecration seems tc bo the 
\w'Ork ot the Celebrant, to the et1:elua1on of tho otf'oring 
Church 1 {Frere). 

'lbis quotation presonb in sura..'~ary form the spirit of the 19l f. 

rite. That rite was nlmost certainly the work of th~ Orahams• 

town sroup1 whoso v1ows in turn had by this time been eon• 

oiderebly mo41f.1cd b,y those of Frore and had therefore 

becoce more gen~rally accoptablo to tho provinec ot large, 

Tbe pretaee ondod by elu5~1ne for tho ll'~~~~A E;r;, 
1. that lt contains tho th~sgivings referred to obove. 
Il. that it is r.:~ueh easior to eipl.ahi, owinp to the con ... 
tinuity or subject in aact part. 
lll. That it ao~cs clear the tact that oorpcrato worship 
1s an. essential or the Euebnr1st, 
IV. that 1t r:sal·es no C<'I'U'lf'O 1n thft Doctrine of our Church 
s!Deo th( sirnitiboilt · ,Pi1r bUS cf "ho serv:toe rer:~1n un­
nltorod. 

It was at this point 1n the pistory of tn· South African 

ttite that tn.o two fundacectal tberoea ot !'l9»£§~1 - log!col 

order and empbasis upon thankst.1vine • boe~· PW..'"t ~.r 

the a:naphora. From 1018 1t was tbo oftie1al policy ot the 

revisers that the conscer~tion should exhibit thane two 

to4:kt\U'ee, ond undoubtedly 1t was Phelps who was tho l1nk 

betueen i~SS&ll and the I rg&ag§Q4 t:Qm. 

_q (Cj t 
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A eopy or th fropoQP.d Form was sent to Frere. 

lt was probably ~helps who as~ed hirr. for his comments on 

the form, thourh 1t 1s always a little difficult to tell 

tor whom docunents sent to tho co~~1tt e were intended. Slnce 

all tho n:etubers of the 1-1 tur-yical CorJm1 ttoo at this tice were 

bishops, letters which begi.n s1rnply ' l~y dear Bishop' or 

' l y Lcrd l3ishop' m1ght have bean rneont for .any or them. 

I·helps was convener or th.e comlttee, however , and 1t is 

probablo thnt Froro ' s letter wos ~ent to him 1n the tirst 

place. In the 1 ter stafES of tho revision o. the south 

Jttrican P:rayor rook Frere ' s contr.JC::t with thr I·iturp1cal Co:m­

l!l1 ttee was throurh tno two bishops who had ton~ccf-t'o•s vi th 

~ 1rt1el d , the headquarters of Pre .. ·o ' s community; bishop Nash, 

the cc-adjutor bishop of Capo Tcwn an~ a member of tho ecmm• 

unity, und bishop T; lbot of I retoria wh(Jse brot.her succoeded 

Frere as superior of the C.R. In l9H , howover, Talbot was 

not yet a bishop, and Hash had only just becom~ one. 

Frere addressed a ~e~orondum, doted l August 19lf, 

to tho Fopiseopal Synod . It was a eyelostyled docu~ent or 

several pa~es, dealinr 1n detc1l with the ltopose~ Form. The 

tl! morandUtl i 9 printed ;Lp oret~QS9 1n R. C . D. Jssper 1 s u'!al t cr 

Ugwqrsi f'rqrq1 and a copy is proscrved a~:on1.st the papers ot 

the Liturr1c3l Comn1ttee. Frere ' s suprost1ons were that, 

l)Tho solt.1tat1on shoul , be restored to tho Qli£§11 .. , ec-rdg, . 
(This was done 1n the 1~19 AltQtnat1ye Fsrm•J 
2 )In the frtface the words 't Lord, Hr.ly r~thcr. , AlDi~hty 
varlnstinr- Cod ' should reod •c Holy Lord, lr1phty Father • 

Evorlast inr God. • [~1s h:l? never been dono) 

~)In the Snnctp§ the form shoul run ' Holy, Holy, Holy •••• 
full or t·--y r.Jory. Hosanna 1n t h I11.,;hast. Blessed is he 
th_t co~eth 1n tho n~o of the Lord. Iosonna 1n the H1ghost.• 
{This, too has never b en P'irt of any :"'lcuth _· frie1n revision.) 

~~--·, Pf . ~; ~ • nnd also in pert ~.n Arnt c1 -
~.-..lllo\10oll.-...~.;;;.;g;j~~' PP• u orr. 
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C.n the third or th~ee pobtts Frere ' s argument vas, 

The rosanno, B<medictus ond Bc·sanna repeat so~n originally 
to bava beon taken from Ps. cxv111 through the aeeo'mt ot 
the tr1umphal entry tc a place imrnadiatel y before the 
Cottmun1on; and thence to havo been transferred '1n·l brou17ht 
into eon~unction with th~ ~anetus. Thus thoy hol~ this 
po~ition not only 1n the RG~an rite but aJsr in the 
Gnll1ean, the Syrian, and the Dyzont1nc. This bc1n~ so, 
1 t seems b1vbl.f des" rablc th3t they shoul·• be rentored 
1n our Crdor to that t:os1tion. · Tht •"nl:v altarnat1ve is 
to ond the anetus as it ~nded ,tefi re this addition, viz • 
.ot the words ' Full or thy Glcry. • 

e.outh Af~!can opinion on this point was <11v11ad. Gt;Uld, for 

example, had neeeptea. tho idoa that the !cn§d1SGtlis should 

be rostored ev~n before Frtre wrote his mecorandum,2 but 

Daz~ley probebly nover ·ecopted it.~ In th~ event, tha 

South Afr1ean rite reflected tazeley's view rstner than 

Gould • s J cut thot was probatly owing to nothinr· r.!ore than to 

the consistent do 1ro of tho rov1sers to ehange as little of 

the people ' s port of the liturgy as possible. 4 

Frore •s next point is consequent upon hi~ ~ropos~J 

to roWl1te jonstya and I:qnegictun gu1,:JlStn1~. It was, 

4)ibe prnyor following the s:mctus ou··ht, on the basis or 
parallels 1n tho Galliean massos , to start 'lloly in truth 
art thou (and blossod 1n truth), C ~~1ghty God •• ' (1. b. 
EJESI IADCiUi• Yfe be~el~·) 5 l!h1s, too , had elraady 
cen BU?~es sd y Gou d 17 but has never b~en 

ndortcd, · presuoably beca~oc of the absence c r tht' 1am~a:2.etpa.J 

S)In tho Proyar of Oblation the 1nvoeot1on o!' the Holy Sp1rit 
should tollo"t~.· closely upon the tten t1on of the s• cond eom1nr. 
( !his surgest1on was c rried out in the 1~1~ fo~.) 

G )The oftPr~.nr or the 1fts shoulrt rollo'W some such forrn 
as ' ' thoretora C Lord ••• • glory, :io ott~r unto thy Jivine 
f."tajosty these see red g1 fts and ct•entures of thine cwn, this 
holy bread of ternal 1-:.fc, th1s c· p of (!Verlastinr- salvation. • 
( Trin was incorporated in the for~ or 1~19 and the phrase 
•thqse sscr~d y,ifts and eraaturos o~ thine own• becarfl ono 
of the c:ost bitterly eontest()d points in the ·•hole revision .] 

7 & f.)The Invocation OUFht to fultil two conditions 
(aJthot·it should be ex,t;licit as to tho reality of the 

consac•at1on and should therefore contrast ~read ' end 'wine' 
~11th th ~ consocr3tf:d rody nd Elcod, and 
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(b)that 1t should do so "n a ·"iay that avoided the controver• 
sy totwoen E~st and ~est as to the moment or operative 
words or cons~cration. 

F'rere doos not say how- 1t ie possible to have en invocation 

whieh fulfils both these ecnd1t1ons. Any form vhieh contrasts 

stronply 0bread 1 ond 'wino' w1.th ' P.ody ' and ' Blor.;d • is almost 

bound to suppest that the chang~ is ta~1ng plnoe ut th~ mcm• 

ont when th:: so 1trords ~re r(.ei ted. t;•rere t?"le a great many 

oY.amples ot invocations• most of there or the Gall1can type, 

and be sugpoested t wr> possible forms himself, no1.ther or Which 

ronlly fulfils the two conditions which bo had l9id down. 

r.ay thy lloly Spirit descend ui'JC)n theae off'or-~'nrs and hallow 
this oblation of the I~y and Bloed of thy Son Jesus Christ 
Cur Lord. & 
entreating theo to ser.d fro= h1Rh heaven thy Holy Spirit 
to sanctify our offe~ings and to hallow these our v WSJ 
thet by the dew or his grace this myntery or the Body and 
Blood or thy & n m11y be available for the hGnlinrt of our 
souls. 

Tho phrase ' hGl low this oblation' was part of the tnvoea.tion 

o.f the 1919 South African tormt but oth~rwise Frere ' s wording 

w~a not followe4. 

Frere made two last points; 

9 }The Lord ' s J'raycr ought tQ have sot!:& special eucharistic 
eniingt otther (a) the Doxology, ~~ieh should then be 
rer-oved rrcn all other places whoro the prayer cecurs. 

or (b) a. prayer of the W.la£ti Ngg type. 

ln tho 1919 rite the Lord ' o frayer was printed with the 

doxology tut tho prayer of I!ucble Access was adapted to serve 

as a &3,~£i no;a prayer also. Frorr. l92C onwarr.ls the seeond 

device 1i7as droppod • not surprisingly sine~ the two surrostions 

aro obviously alternatives - and the bishops adopted the 

other seheMo, reta1n1ng t.he doxolory hare •d c:m1tt1ng oithor 

it or the whole Lord ' s Pr'lyer wherever else it appeared in tho 

Prayer Eook. 

lC)Tbo Prayer or Humble Access c1rht ba t·e.de an 'embolism • 
tc the Lord ' s rrnyer by the addition or an opening phrase 
' Deliver us tram evil t ond p.Nlservo u.s i.n .... 11 rood , ror 
we do not presume ••• • 

Frero said ' The sugtestion has be0n ~ado thut the Prnyer of 

l!wble Access should be rt!ade a !ritita Prays~ • • • •, and , in 
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fact, the suggestion seems to have come from E.G.P. Wyatt's 

1he Eucharistic Prayer.l 

Frere also advocated that the penit~ntial section 

of the s~rvice and the praye~ of Humble Access (if it were 

not used as a Libera nos) ought to be removed from between 

the consecration prayer and the cor.··munion. He supgested that 

the translatior1 of the Gloria in Excelsis should be amended 

and that post-communion collec t s should be provided. But 

these were not matters affecting the anaphora. 

The Proposed Form received very much rougher treat-
n 

ment from the Revd. w. LocYton in . the Church Quarterly Review.G 

Lockton gave the bishops credit f or neither courage nor ori­

ginality. 'The revision,' he said, ' seems to be based for 

the most part on the liturgy of the Scotti6h Church, though 

it is somet~at more conservative.' His critical attitude may 

possibly be explained by referc;nce to anot>er article of his 

appearine in the same number of the Review. This second 

article concludes with this judgement on the 1662 ritG; 

Consequently more than that of any other modern liturgy 
the method of consecration is in agreement with scripture 
and the most primitive practice of th~ Christian Church.3 

Like the authors of Proposa.ls Lockton held that consecr'3..tion 

\v!ls effected by thanksg:i.ving, but unlike them he maintained 

that scriptural and apostolic traditions were against inclu­

ding an invocation in the anaphora. His criticisns of the 

Proposed F'orm chiefly concerned the anamnesis, sj_nce he held 

that in the primitive Church this part of the prayer contained 

no ' precatory matter'. 

It is a pity distinct ideas have been con :fused and it \-rould 
have been bette.r to hc:-·ve left the 'prayer of oblation' in 
its present, and most suitable, position, and if thouf:·ht 
desirable, to have composed a n~-·w anarnnesis form. 

1. Wyatt , op.cit,, p.63. The suppos:Ltion that Wyatt suggested 
this form is confirmed by Gould i n Church Chronicle, Vol.XVI, 
(i.e.l919) 5 p.269. 
2. C.Q.R. , Vcl.LXXXVI, pp.~45ff. 
3. ibid.~ p.332 . 
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~ Bishops have· r1e~tly ooneludcd ~~t th o d1t1on ot 
any pie1Go1e of tho floly Choat upon the clement after 
th words or !n::;t1tut1on \!JOul-:i involve an alteration 1n 
doetr1ne, and th t there 1s ver:V little pracodent for 
one before th1s narrot1vo. 

There· soems to bo no procedent for on r:p1eles1s that ho 
~ay como upon th~.cornun1cants alone, ana 1t 19 difficult 
to UQO the need ot ouch n pr-oyor attar thq oollcot for 
purity at the boe1nninr of the sorv1ce. 1 

R terence hna elrendy boon rnado to the orit1c1sm of the 

remor1al ot tho Incarnation w1eh Loekton :lneluded 1n his 

a:rt1ele4 2 Bozeley and .. Go~d m1 bt not have agreed with tho 

oophas1s Locktcn placod upon tho worda of Ir..st1tution, with 

his ouloei.os o! the lGO~: r1to9 or w1tb hie cr1t1c1Sl1ls of 

tbo 1doa or an 1nvocct1cn 1 w1 th hio insiotonco on a propor 

ncr.orial of tho lnen.mat'-o.n and his dosiro to ooe a tull 

onocnoe1s or oueh$~1st1c rather thnn •procatory ~attar' 

thay \:IOuld b~ve boon in full aecordo Loekton• too• deplored 

th fact th t tho ~rgpgggg Q£m eontoinod no ~emor1o1 of 

cre.nt1on, one of tho earl1ost ele .... c ts, us bo Qa1ntoinedt 

in the ~holo or the cuehor1st1e prayer, 

Loel1'ton' s suggestions for fu!"th6r rov1c1on were to 

aubstituto 'Truly Holy art Thou •• • rcr tho more uoual ' All 

.glory an4 thanksgiving bo to 1hcou t at the bor:'inr.inp or the 

prayer3 and to ror.ovo ' hoar us, o morcitul Father otc.• t o 

the otto~tory. He also suggested that; 

fben n second consoerntion 1o nceessnry the words reteatod 
should 'OO"in vith th rolo.tive t',}ho in the snme night' tc 
mole it plain tbnt tho fresh eon$eerotion io not roally 
independent of the ront thanksc1vin&t but that tho priest 
consecrates •acccrdtne to th~ t~~~ barore prescribedt, so 
thct tho ~nttre ouchar1stie prayer is 9re- suppooed1 though 
ri~htly os tho Quchorist 1s one there is no repetition or 
it as a whole, 4 

lf Loekton • ~ r · .arks hod boon more widoly :road, and tbotr 

substance accepted 1. s( utb Africa, sor.co of the unplooaont and 

v1olant eontpo~rsy of 1920 and 1921 o1ght hovo boen avoided 

l.tCel .. ton Iii t;§:fi., Vo!.t:&lf!, pfl• ·:Msl. 
r..~, p. 6s 
3.~ curious hov rw1y pacplo advoeatod an opening of the 
xs:rg §Jms;fus ty • Cf. CouldtiP~ p. so and : renl ~. 
P•'f4· .C5cl~ton dos1.rod th1o cpen .e without 1nclud nif tni 
~tttus oYil hence the om1osion of ·~~d truly blessed•. 

• c.~ on,QDaSLt• t Pt 34f • 



though perhaps it 1o doubtful vhethor a aurrest1on as s~nsiblo 

as this would bav~ boen conv1ne1nr at a ttmo when emotions 

had been rouaod by argument. Loe~ton • s ·artiele dces not 

seen to have had t.ny errcet upon revision at all. 

In tho meantime the bishopo had refepred the FrgppQgg 

Eom. to cth.er w1th Report r:o. 004 or the Convocation or 

C~oterbury, to their chapters as th.e Liturgical Como1tteo 

had roeomeonded. Sinee the Report did not contain any ref• 

ereneos to the nueha~ist1a liturey apart trom the propera ~ 

the chaJ1ters ot the dioccscsor Cape Town, Grahamstolm, ond 

St Johns made very few r"eor:r"'ondat1ons on thnt r·art r" f the 

Prayer Dook. A dia~st of tho reports from these th~oe 

dioccsos, combined in one document and circulated to all oem• 

bors vf the Lp1seopal Synod, 1s still in existence. There 

are a rew su,gost1ono touehin othor parts of tho ouehar1ot 

but none on tho anaphora. Grahamstown askod tor a new 

pro• anaphoralt end all throo ch3ptore doalt fully with the 

proraeos and other propers. The most volueblo roply, 1n G 

study or tbe history or the south African anaphora, etlt!o 

trom the d1ooose of i retor1a. In those days this diocese 

covered the vhole or tho c1v1l province or tho Transvaal, 

and has since been di v1ded into tho two d1ccoses or • retoria 

and Johannesburg. 

Thero was• 1ndeod, no chapter at all in tbat dioeeso 

ond 1t$ functions were p rtormod by the bishop ' ~ ~enete. Dio• 

cesan chaptors in the Chureb ~r the T'rov1nce hove a curious 

ond unique fOSiticn . The dean 1s the only on~ of tho canons 

~o 1s a residont1ary, ~nd he acts as roctor and par19h 

priest. The bishop is the hend or the capitular bod7 and the 

bishop oppoints the doan as ho arpo1nts every por1sh priest 

1n tho dioeeso. The archdoacons. too, are nto1ne~s of tho 

bisho~. '.rh~ othe~ canons, th .. eo or four 1n nlltt!ber, a,.o elocted 

i, Soo GWRDt P• 69 ... " 



1n vur1ous ways, somet1e s by th chapter itself, sometime~ 

by the Whole bo~y or clerey 1n tho diocoso. Th~ duties of 

th chapter ere to odviso the bishop 1n tho ncm1nistrat1on 

or th~ diocose• rath r th ... n te1 V<~'7crn the cathedral. In 
provincial and d1oeosan ortairs th~ chnpt~rs hnve a r~co~n1sed 

co~ titutional pos1t1on and their members have n tixed ploeo 

in tho order of precedence of ttl l·rcv1neo.1 In the d1ocosee 

~r fretor1a 1 Johannesbure,and Kimberley th bishop's eannte 

roplac ~ tho chapt~r ne a pormanont diocesan advisory bcard. 2 

lt was to a co~ 1ttee of the bishop' s senato that 

tho bishop of 1 retor1 ret'"errGd Roport re 504 nnd the t~smosoQ 

~. !bia eon ..... 1 ttec was appointed, as appears trorr, tbo 

final report ioouod by 1t, on 13 N vctnbor l91E' . Tho ecmmittoe 

consisted ot scvon clnrgymcn with th Rcvd. F:ther Francis 

Hill, c . R. as Chairman and th Revd. G.H.R1uout as seer tsry. 

Ridout w s p~obably th~ best liturgical scholar on the 

eorm1ttee. •That he ecul·.i without wnrn1ng tolto any par t 1n 

any Christian ~1te ••• w.uld c rtoinly hnve been truo or 
Ridout as regards Western ~1tes.• 3 The co~1ttoe's terms ot 

reference we:rea 

1. Tc mcl<o suggestions 1n rogard to P.r:.yor Boo~ r evision 1n 
South ttrtc 

2.,To eonsidor the quoat!on: Should thero be a d1ocotJ!lrl us~, 
o.nd 1r so, cr ,.mat nature shoul·: it bo? 

a. To make suaeest1o s fer n now rito tor Adult Bapt1s . 4 

'.th finol report was n volurn1ne:us cyelostylod dclcureent review­

ing tne 1w1'lole rrnyer Bookt anti it am()unted to n co:1t'letc and 

independent sche o tor rov1s1on. lt followed tna o~rango ent 

of Report r:o. 504, msde detail. d SUReoot1ona for P"'ory part 

or every serv1ee, and eovero<S oven thoso soetions of tho bcok 

not doolt with 1n the Roport. 

Thio :l r selv dotnilod review or t he frayor Bcok was 
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outL1tted to Dr. Furse, th~ bishop of Pretoria. Tho report 

1s dated 31 JonUtlry lOl<l. Tho t et that the rer.ort wcs of sueh 

great length and was issued Vhen tho next session of Episeornl 

Synod was only a fortnight a~ay, lad the bisnop to ~st the 

cor .ni tto to 'Surt~"'~ar1oo the reeo, .. ttendations of their roport 

and to suegcot the best mothod ot.1ntrcduetna to tha Episcopal 

Synod tho ~ost urgent ot tho r~ rorms rocc~ondea.•l Accord• 

1ngly th co~ittoe r.ct B~ain on February 13th (only tour 

doys betoro Episcopal Synod wos duo to assemble) ond is3ued 

n short sceond r port roeo~ond1ngs 

l.fhat a rurth~r mo41fient1on or serJ1oea for opti onal use 
be sub:l1ttcd to tho noxt I rov1nc1al Oynod or 1919 1n tbe 
form or resolution. 
2. That o. (~Otr.z.'li ttoe be OPf"intad by ~ho Bishops ooforo tba 
Provlnc1al Synod of 1~19, to sit tor at lca$t one week, 
ro:· the purpo~':' or drt4 •1np- np this t!oclit1ent1on or services 
for o~t1onal use. 
a.That the eod1t1ent1on sh 11 includoc-

(o)the order tcr tho Celebration ot Holy Ca"mun1on 
(b)!t ~c~ised rorm of the .:1 1ly oft1c 
(c)tho Litany 1n n shortened form 
(d)Frayors nnd Thon~sgivings. 

The lon~ first report had bnon issu d r r too lcto 

to affect the doeia1ons of the Episcopal Synod,2andt 1ndeGdt 

1 t covered a rar wider !'ield thal< the bishops ~v-are r>rep&r'ed 

to eons1der o.t that ti~e. The real iropcrtanco of the longer 

report li~s in ita effect~ upon ovonts twc yeors 1 ter in 

1921~ ~n6 ~ven the Geeond short report ~a not 1~od1ately 

effective. Tho cnly one or its requ~sts to . ~hich the tishops 

accodod wuo tho first cne, ~h1eh c~ll~d tor a further revision 

or tho C~mun1on otf1ee; end even ~~thout th1s request the 

bishops ·,.cA~ld l.t.ort cortn1nly htive 1soued the reviso<i torm 

of 1Ql9. 

This rev1aod form• the tir~t AltgtQnt1xg r;tr Q( ~b§ 

Qcsl~t f2f tnn A>lm1nt;-ttot1pp gf th'.! !iolx CQ-m\!lla.sn, 4 Yo.s 

issued immediately atter the oe!lsion of Fpiocop!ll Synod hod 

• · ::: , • :l 1-' ll3 e • 9 • 
~. p seopa Synod e on e • 9 • Gculd C~b Cbt¥OIP19t 
Vol.xXl, p.756. )speal!s or ' bpiscopnl Synod If 19~bUt n 
pc1nt of tact the minutes of tho Syno1 sho that 1t c1i not 
moot between Oetober 1917 3nd Fobruor1 1919. 
3 .. .l..nt.rn,p. 16of. 
4.FUEI!shed by Orocott .. Sberry, CrahQrnstown, 1910. 
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ondcd. For the firot tir~ in tho history cf tho D uth Atr1een 

r1t ~ev1s1on ccvcr~l the whole ~r the snrv1c • The order 

of tho prrt$ or tho now rite wos to bo; 

Lord's Pr~y r 
Collect !or fu~ity 
Dccalogu~ 3~ Qry,or 1yr,g; 
Collect, tpistle, nnl a~apel 
Cr cod 
Otfortory s~ntcncos 
Ir~yer for the Church (reviaod) 
Short E~hort t1on, Ccntcssion, AbscJution, and Ccmf(rtoblo 

Uords. 

~Ut§UQ ;~£QQ(w1th salutation and rasponsa) , frefceet §OOQ$UQ 
onsocrn ion lrayar (o~tnnsivcly revi"ed) 

Lord ' s Irayer (~~th protocol ar.j 1oxolcgy) . 
Preyer of Hu::ble Al-eOss · 
Co~union (with provision for rurthor conscorat1on ~ 1n 

teth 1 inds only.) 
Freyer or Thcn1:S!(1v1ng(1ntroducod by 'Let us thank God for 

h,.o unspoo~··nbl~ {!1ft. ' ) 
~t~~ ~ j,;gJ.wiP 

l c.::Jc. ne. 
!'his 1s tho order that 1?rc;re hn~ :JU~f08tod 1n his memr.•randum 

to tho biohops. lt -wac t.1o also the ore er U30C. by BozolQy 

and Gculd in PXOQQ§AlPt ~1 1s the order cf tho proaent 

nouth African rite. 

The pr1ne1p 1 souroc tor the r vision or 1~19 vns r~ore's 

memorandum, R2Yr::h llatg{i 9D the Ptpp(:;g~1 rp.rr, Rf thst §Rufib 

Att!~UJ. Litu;:SX• All the' odd1 ttons mado to th<! ··naphoro 

~rere, with b•n oxesptionc, sug ostinn~ th"'t h d b~en made by 

~roro. The J:osi tion .. nd ,.Jcr(1:1ng of tho o bl t,.onl and tho 

pbrnee ' hc:llot. this oblation' in tho invocation woro his. 

Th(' tw passages 1n the pr~lye:r not d!rrctly attributable to 

Fre"'o wro •aeccrdin to tho 1not1tut1on or thy doarly bel­

oved Son Jesu!l Christ'; und ' t.;o hU!!bl.y oos(~oeh thoo to pour 

thy Holy Spirit upon us ond upcn theca t1y r trts •• ', tho 

opon1nr words of the 1nvoeat1on. c:L ther or f,'rr'"ro ' s oug~os• 

t one ror tho 1n~10cation had been followed in full. lt soe~~ 

libely that whnt th~ bishops h~d done #QS to adapt tho 

phraso just quoted trow the Scottish rite and join it to 

trrarc•s. phrns~ •hallow this ot-1 tion•. The other passoge 

t: For"the t;xt of tho oncphcra·or. in19 see apponaix s, •inrt4• 
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not from F.rore, 'aeeording to th~ institution of thr dearly 

beloved Son Jesus Christ•, sppears in v~r1ouc fcrrns in the 

scottish, Amcr!ean,~nd l&l9 rites, whore 1t is aseociotod 

with the words ' do eGle'br to ol'1d m!ll-'"e here botoro thy Divine 

l!ajesty w.:l. tb the so thy holy g1tts, wh1eh we do nov ottar 

unto the t the ~ mor1s1 ·b1eh h h th eO!!rl'l9nded u to tlllke • • • 

ibo omission of tho$C cl uses in the South African torm 

corts.inl!f t'!cl .. os the pr ycr lotJs clumsy. ~o Seottioh ton1 

is ag31n the prob~blo mo ol tor tho South African. 

Tho L1 tu:~tienl Ce::c1 ttoo had proposed that the 

onaphoro ohould open w1 th tllo laorda ' ifoly 1ndtiJed and Blciosod 

art j,hou• J\lm1ghty God our Hoavcnly Fothor •• tl 1 roo bly 

ttc comm1tteo was nttc pttn to usa tho G llican rorm o 

the pgot- uu tys 'W1 thout .odopt1n tho pogqsa1Gt»a c: n which 

it roolly depa~dod. Frere had montion~d ao~o instnnees 

~f 1!0tQ .. §fl!1Ct\Uh ygro .bpzu:d.ietp:; t oo1nr rc!f•erred to tho 
~ 

1-, thor, notably in r czarab1c mass tor Enst~r,c:~ tboUgb 

evon in thcso ~~t~nc~e the ~pgd&~tul had procodod this , 

phrao • But Episcopal Synod r j cted this part1eulap su es• 

"tion from the I,1turg1co.l Co!'l~littGct preferring the opcn1n 

' All elory and th~·n1,.og1ving ~ to 'n co • • • The b1ohops 

also 1nstruetod the co .... 1ttoo t(l d-raw np an altern tivo torl!l 

of confession ond aboe)utton ·nd hav~ it r~ady bctoro th~ 

session ot frovinc1r l Synod plonnod tor the end or th~ yoar.3 

'l'bo lW,$c:r;g$•xo .l'c1m c rricd o preroee mich vcs. 

to oo thG ·odel for tha prof'ocoo of all futuro editions ot 
the :fom. l ts argu:!ent 1s r angcd under tive h o.ds. 4 

l ) 'l'he 1662 Book hns 'boan unchcn '< d for 2CO yonsta an.l tho 

need for revision has bee~ ~~dely felt thro~about the Anglican 

t;?;l. t0cl~ton 1 s stir ~-1tion atltltr.h p~·q7 , 5oui!1o, ~,p.g~· 
:. :·roro 's, tUJPtlt P•'f~ . ~.l'ho propotltJl of tho L1tur..,.1cn1.- ~ 

Ccr::mittco 1s C<"'ntainod in their roport to ~p1soopnl Synod • 
Febl1lary 1919. 
2.cr. Froret::; mortltldutn in J spar .. \•hlti{ Hc;wQ~!l Pf1f:tP•204f• 
~.;t was this direct!vo which 1 d to the ~ aunaerston g 
~ two n Daines and Phelps reoordod on p. 66 ~~~· · 
4. see 'llotos on the Eevision '• in An A;A."tgrgot: 7cm at ; ,1910t 
pp. l·~· 
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Cocmun1on. Tho desire for revision is pcrteetly conaiotent 

w1tn an a~solute loyalty to the stnndords or 1662, 

2)Legal advieo hod boon takon nnd the l'rovinee has boon 

so1d to be juatifi~dt under 1t~ constitution, in revising 

even where tho reasons tor revision arc not oxelus1vo to 

south Africa, Tho missionary ~rv of the Church 1s one or 
the most press1nr reasons for undertakinr rev1u1on. 

3) (This soct1on coro or loss repeats tho argument of tho 

preface to tho Fzorosed Fon; of l9lf . Tho l~Ost ioportant 

parts of it read~ 

It is important tc• brinr out the rnct thnt the Service ot 
the Iloly Cor.:rnun1on is the Rront Thankse1v1ng or Eucharist 
ot the Church. ln the four accounts cf the lnst1tut1~n 
the t1v1np or thanks by Cur Lord 1s as in:rortant a teature 
as the bra~~in~ ct tbe bread or the words of adm1n1strat-
1cn 'l'he services hich hnve ~Or.Je dc.wn to us trom tho 
l..;.rly Centuries of Christianity 1 as well as t.~ose 1n uso 
in the Churches cr our Col'!'.munion in America. ond Set:·,tland, 
show ~y their str~eturo that, 1t the eyamplc or Our Lord 
1s to be followed and we arc to "Do this in rocembrance 
of" Him, the note ot Thanksgiving must ba sounded r:lCre 
clearly than in tho Eoolr of 1661 (our pro~~ent took) . 

1b1z notr of Thont:sgiv1ng bas t.lwaye baen represented 
in tho Chr1st1nn Liturgies by the Preface .. loadinr up 
to the Sonctus •••• Lut 1n our ror111co after that point 
thi~ not is not heard nrain till after tho Cor.~union, 
whersas in the oldor servieas the ehief f~cts of Cur Lor~s 
Life and .;ork oro ma~'le th subject ot 7baril·s~tiving. 

In this rovised serv1co the mole of the centr l poct1on 
from the Pretncc to tho Lord ' s Prnye~ has bean, by some 
very few alterations, thrown into a dofinitoly t-:ueharis• 
tie !'orL:. 
!l'hie t'ev1s1on of tba sarv1ce in tbs direction ot r:ore 

dof1n1to Th n~spivint. holps to br1n, out the tact that 
the r.uchar:tst has a Godward sido as bcinp the offcrinp 
to Ocd of o eorporato net or w· rsh1p 3nd ~raise •••• Tha 
prcsont rovis1cn eoner-ntratas attention core upon tho 
heavenly aphero in which tho worDhip of God is aceoreplishad 
thnn upon the earthly altar which 1s the sy~tol of the 
true, and tho crrer-1npo ma1o in thG Euchcr1st 1a aeon to 
be thrt o£ tbe whole Church nnd not simply of tho Celebrant. 

U'ost of tho reot of this sact1on !s d~vot d to strcss!ng 
the lor5eal ordor of the p3rts or t~e orvice in the 
rev1.sod form1 and end a wi th the \ crds ;) 

It is 1ntercst1nr to note that tn otnor rov1s1onn or the 
Car.~union z rv1eo • Dcottish, Acorican nnd Lus1tsn1an 
(undor the protection of tho Church of Ireland) -
s!r·il··r ott(l~pts have been mode to repair the dislocation 
of tho CMe;,n. 

This 1s the port or tho bishops' prefoce Which is cost dir• 

ectly ~cncernc\l \lith tho thoory of c nseerrtion and it will 

bo clo~rly s .cn that the ideas or :. c . Bisbop and of Frore 
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are both ropresentad. the other points of the prof ce ero 

attempts to e::<rla1n pr,ct1eol detoils 1n tho reviston, excopt 

that 1n section four the b shOPD said; 

Tho reunion of the f·rayt-tr of CLlnt!on '"i th tho f'ruyer of' 
Conoeer.otion followed bv the Cur F~ther rok s it elearor 
(a)that we must first prooent Christ and His r..ertts betoro 
God ns th~ justification tor our pproaeh 
(b)that we t'!Ust.thon prosent ourselvos trust1ne 1n the 
mor1ts or our Head 
(c}that hovinr thus been lift~d up into the henvonly 
sphere ~e c~n say tho lrny~r ~~ich Ch~ist tau~ht us 
(d)and last, beeous rraatest pr1v1lcre or -11, receive 
'iim who 1~ our Lite. 

(section t1ve of the preface is ab assertion by the bishops 
or their eont1d~nce that the revisod form adher d loyally 
to the faith as received by tho Church or tho Frcvince.J 

Tha probability 1s thot Iholps was tho author ot 

th1~ pretace. R1 terence has olr~ady been ~ado to the eorr• 

cspondeneo which passod botwoen fhclpc nd b1sbo~ Bo1nos of 

lJatal.l These lottel"s ore not occur· toly dotedt but t ere 

wr1tton somot1mo 1n 1010. Tho voruoness 1s unfortunntc since 

two ed!tions or tho rite were put forth 1n 1919 by piseopal 

~1ynod ... one 1n Febru ry, lmo~m as the .elt~£Dil1ve Fgm(l919)• 

and tho other 1n Cetob r, kno\m 3S tho Altcrnnt1ve Eoro(lgr~) 

since the CCJ:'ies were ne-t pr1ntod till t hat p:ear • . It 1a, 

however, easy to show that bi.shop Baines 's notes refef'red to 

the earlier ot tho two forms. So~~ of the suggestions be 

made wero 1ncorpor ted 1n the 1910 tore and woul not t.here• 

tore hnva ~ er. msde after it was published. It would oloo 

seof'!) that origil'lally tho form of 1919 was intended to beal' 

the sarne title as thot or 191£ - lbo Ir~RSgaa [q£G, p( the 

~gytb f;tJ'ip;.n Liturnv fpr tho QgJ,gbrnti2D .. S?' thr ltQl:£ r.ustl• 

A£1§' an·l thf Ad ;1Q1st:at1on or llol ·t CommuntPD• Baines said, 

Th proposod title lo da to the 11oa that thore ean bo 
Eucharist vi thout the a·~~iristration cf kly Ccr~union 
QJ'ld vice voraa. ·.-~.:)ul d it not suf£1ee anC be les.· provce­
at1vo if the title adopted wns •tm Alto:rntltive r-·om o!' 
the Aom1n1~trot1on ot Holy . Cotr-uun1en t ~ 

Tb1o was the title borno by the 1919 form which ~akas it 
~ 4t §ijjj~ii f I p. 66 I t L • l 

.,, ... 
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quite eerta1n that B~1n s •s ertticiams must beleng to 

the oarly port of tho year nd must tcror to tho edition 

npproved by tpiseop 1 Synod 1n Februar y 1919. 

Baines•s rer-arl·s on the draft or the t>ref3eo wore; 

I. para. 2. l su~ es t tht1t th · · ""'irot thre 11noo should 
road 1 '1" 1s w1desprend movertl")nt tow~n·ds revision, which 
is eonsi!:Jtcnt with deep offoction ror tho tool~ ot CoPW'..on 
rroyor •• • 

II. 1 do not th~ that t nyono has over held that the Church 
ot· tho I rcv1nco t ot So~th h!rienl 1~ pl'ecludcd trem ·~ny 
revio1on bt 1ts constitution• , · r revision ' roqu1ro4 by 
the eircumsteneos of tbo Irovmce• 1s esrec1olly allowed. 

!II. l ~ould L~e e$t ' ThG ouost1on of tho extont to which 
the Church or ~h l rovinee or Houth l frien has powor under 
1tu constitution to rov1se the rnyer :-oo~· hns been sub­
~1ttcd to •n ocincnt e<uneel whozo opinion is thnt, tor 
reasons deemed adequ te by r rov1nc1r:l Synod 1 tho l··.rnyer 
Bool" r~y be' rov1soa or otherwise nl to red. It 1s not 1n 
h1~ opinion nece~sa.ry thut ~ha ~o~sons d~tcr~1n1ng tho 
~ync 1 shoul·· oo such ns npply axe1us1v )l:r to South Afr1ea 
1n ordor that they may ba adeQuate. 

Baines bad a rurtnor co cnt of importance tc make. 

l sue ost th t att e.r the vord *ele rer• .(i . e. in pal"a rapb 
4 1 seetton 4 • of tno prof~ee] the cl~usGs shculd read 
(a) th~t * o must first prescr:t ••• 
(b) thot we th ll .rresent ouroolvos ••• 
(e) th~t h vin boo: thus •••1 
(a) and lo.st • •• roc(;ivo i'itn., 

'lhoso notes (1U1 t eletarl y 1l'!lply that fhclps, in prepar1ne tho 

1919 f crm ror tho f,rintors 1 had draft d a p~ef'ace and that 

hiD <:ocpns1t1on uatJ 1 ter modified by incs•s cr1t1e1sms. 

It woul.::J eorta nly h.:tv~ r,-11- n to F clps ' s lot• ns convetlcr 

or the printing corr;nt1ss1on, to t ransl ... t t'lc roooluticno ot 

E_p1scopol Syncd into a echcrcnt, consecutive liturry so that 

1 t coUld be> printed. Episcopal Synod did not pass an en tiro 

liturgy gg ~. It passod resolut ions amond1ng thi~ or 

that phrDoo, sentenc , or prs1 r in n nl roody oxisting r1to. 

Though :.C. Biohop ' s influence !s still mQr~ed in 

the 1doas exprosood in the prof.!lce to the 1919 r r .. , tbe 

l "'·n uogo of the ansphora 1n th•1t rorr is der1vod alt ost 

ent1~aly rroo Frore ' o ~Ui cst1ons. IA tho cnsphora of l91E 

I . cr. 'Y&ira, P•'D4 ou l , • 

ti U AR 
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had bc!cn v1rtunlly eomx.ocad by Gould, tht:n the author ot that 

of 1~19 was eerta1nly Frere. Alr::ost vithout oxcopt1on the 

su geetions contained in hi~ memorandum to the bishops were 

ineorporoted in thG rovised rite. Tho chief excoptiono wero 

tho !:iJDA®ityp . glJ~ ynpit ond tho eopnato opon1ng ..,'O,.·:ls ot tho 

prcycr itself. It is oven true to say that those p:lrts of 

the proyer which had boen token over !rem the i rqpgpod FQrtiJ 

rotlectcd tbe ideas or_ Froro , fer Gould • s "'naphorat ond tho 

arttelo 1n which he 3ust1f1ed 1t, bad b(O!l eons1derably 1ntl u• 

· oncod by f·rere . l The result ifl that 1n tno 1010 form Frore ' s 

authority could' be citod tor olr.:ot~t every point at "-ihich the 

loneuage ditrered rrom that of 1662. It was l~ore • s anaphorn. 

The r~.rst Altnrgpt'.'£0. FgrJI was the high• tmtor cat-k of r.orero t s 

influence upon the South African rite. Thorentter it tended 

t o 4eeline as the bishops mado one ccneossicn 3fter another 

under pressure of od~erso ert1t1cisn r~oc tho province. Twice 

rnoro Frezo 'intarv racd 1n iml;Ol"t~t z:.cttors ':.;);meetod w1 th 

the shnping of the anaphora. He wroto a review or tho 1919 

.torm 1n ~nieh he l r,nt tho ~ole woirht or his prost1 o as a 

oeholor t~ the toe of co~ond1nr the fo~ to tho Anglican 

Co~~un1on as a Whole, ond to the doubtful 1n s~uth Afr1c 

1n portieular. 2 Uo was olso dr~~ 1nto the 'epikles1s 

controvercy' t o doten-1 tho bishops ago1nst a ohorgc of' 

dov1at1on rrom the normal t~adit1ons or ~est rn ~hristendom.3 

In neither ease was h1D intervention ontirely af feet1va. 

In July 19~0 Frer e rev1e~ed the Altcrn·tivo rcrm 

for the ~hB£9h ,.up£~£1Xz .ney~a.4 !let "' ltoeether surpr1sin~ly 

his attitude wa& oxtre&ely favourable to th no\'1 rite. Tho 

rita was , Fre~e said; 'a great advance upon the point roached 

by 1 ts predecessor n-.9) • bids fair to pr oviuo tho f'rov1nce ot 

South Atr1ea with a worthy liturgy, ~nci the An 11eon Co~union 
I . ct. "J.'IC£it Ptt8/ I .. rr lh • ' •••• • I I 

2. ~. ~. . tPPt/52~ 
4. •),aD• l Vol. XC, pp. $7tf.t reprinted 1n Alcuin Club Colloct• 
i ons 1 o. ,-'.5, ·Ult..,r nword rte;:Q • pp.l2"3ff. 
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1n a~nerol with o very v luablc model.' Frere first r,nvc a 

sbo~t ~ccount of tb~ h1Dto?y ot South Atr1ean r v1 1on up 

to 1919 and th~n printed th~ na· onaphor~ 1n full. Comparing 

this with the Scottish and Aner1csn forms h · sa1d 1 

The form Of •¥~981St hOWGVOrt avoids the henv1ness found 
1n the Book o ~. an 1 follo~ed by the Cccttish Liturgy ••• 
• • It ave, ids nlso any suspicion or sup- cstion tbot ooce 
s~cond action cone rninr the hcly rifts tales placo, owr 
anJ ebc-vc tho one 'whclc sncr,.t1c1al action hich is 1mpl1ed 
1n cons()crat1on. 1 

Frere comr;limcnted the rev:tscrn on the eln~1 ty and s1rnpl te1 tr. 
or tb~ nnnmnos1s P~d oblation, on brinrinr out thq note of 

than~sg1v1ng , and on tha rorm of 4 hO invocation. Cn th1s laot 

tecture he urote; 

••• the pcs1t1on or tho An~liean litur~ins in regard to tb1s 
oottor io question or t.o .r.mtc.us .,l d pr et1cnl 1ntarost. 
~c {.;oepilcro hnv surel l'.tlen wise 1n fcllow1nr. th~ 
guidance ct Ga111con rather than G~eek prce dents. a 

Frere wont on to rei~at so e or the thing$ which he hod already 

said 1n hiz c er~nu to th bishops 3bout tho invocation 

and than p saod to consider the matter which oeeup1o4 most 

of his article, the method prov1dod for o aeeond conseer ntton. 

As the opponents or the 1919 form wnro luter t~ ~ake 

devastating U$0 of the rubric prov1d1ng for a oeeond conaec• 

ration • commonly ~nown ea tho ' third rubric ' • this matter 

1s or groat importanco, Tho rubric rant 

. It e1thor ·thc Consecrated Breed or jino bo all spent betor 
all hbve eow~ieatod• tho Prioot having eonsumod Uhoto~or 
rc-~1ns in tho cb lice~ and havinR pleccd upon th~ T ble 
now oblctionn or both :uroaJ ond ~~Ine1 is to consecr to 
in both Kinds accordin!' tr tho tom l)Otore preser1 be4, bo• 
ginning at1~e:8· m~ifhi~and ondin t ns ~~·g "" srt on. x._ ______ £_...: _____ ---lB:wagSl.~ sar mg. 

or th1~ rubric Frere nn1d, 

• •• 1t does not soom docircble heneoro.rwo.rd to nd v1tb tho 
words of Inst itut ion• as was necessarily dono wen those 
words enled the prayer. It n ~econd conaecrat:l.on 1s needoa, 
tho 1de"'l is that tho wbolo Consoo'"ation Proyor should bo 
repo t ea. Ir 1 is thoutht prof~rabl th t the Wholo &hould 
not be preseribod t it ohoul- be toloro.bl.e to bog1n \·.,1th 
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tbo second sontenee ••• but tb irreducible minicum should 
at least include tbe anamnesis and 1nvce tion. 1 

He went on to say •A second consnerat1on is an expedient wh1eh 

1n any case 1t 1G highly dosir ble to avoi~.· In tho place 

of ~ second consecration Frere advoeatod that Whon the con­

secration wine was 1n donrer or running out more Should be 

eonsocrated by contact, either by pourin, into 1t vhat was 

left or tbe consecrated olecent or by dropp1nf in n tragmont 

of a consoernted host.2 

The rubrte 1n tho 1919 term was indeed rather odd• 

ly trar.ed. the words, 'tho Priest having consumGd whatevor 

remains ~n tho Chal1eo t provoted from &ines the eotrnent, 

' Hew can tho Priest consume whatever remains 1n the Chalice 

if sll ba spent?t3 The intention or the rutric clearly wa~ 
that reecnaeerntion should always be 1n both ~inds. The 

awkward wo:rding 1s easily explained. In order to complJ 

w1tb tbe terms of the rubric any re~~1ntng conseeratod 

worcrs might be set on one side while ono or two now ones 

wore blo~scd w1th tbo chalice, but 1t would be more d1ft1-

cul t to do the same thing w1 th the wine w1 thout emptying 

tho chalice t1rst. Since there w~~, apparently, tho5e who, 

like Frere, bold that ~ine could be consecrated by contact,4 

s~~ly r~t1ll1ng a chalice tn Which there reoatnod oven tbe 

smallest quantity right have led to all sorts ot co plica­

tiona. A further renson tor directing tbe priest to empty 

the ehalico might be that, 'Wh1J.e 1 t is probable that it the 

conooerated broad ~ s spent !.t will nll be spent, 1 t is very 

difficult to ensure that tho ehaliee is ever completely 

emptied by the eo~un1eants. There comes a point at Which 

thero 1& hardly enough left in the chaliee to cor.::mmieate 
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anyone DOrt"ally GOd properly t yet SO a(! Stlall quantity of 

tho consecratod wine roma1ns. 

Baines•s protest d1d not prevent tne rubric 

being printed in tbc AitetnntiU Fom.. Bazeley and Gould 

in Pzp~osal§ bad directed that; 

It a re-eonsecration is required, lot tha Priest oon• 
.soer,.te 1n both ~inda! according to the rorm proscribed 
beginning at •tur Sav our Chr1.st •• 1 nnd cndine at • •. 
all other benefits of h1g ~aasion.• 

Bore 1s tho same insistence upon a ~ocond consecrotion 

being 1n both lt1nds. The EroQ9§es.~f2m or 1918 bad sa1d, 

mora aobiguoualy; 

If the consecrated tread or Wine be all spent before 
all h~vo eo~unicuted, the Priest is to consecrate r.ore 
accordin to tha Form bofore prescribed bos1nn1ng t 
(l)ur Snv1ou• Christ in the sam~nieht etc.J for tho 
bless1ng of tho Bre~dl and at ~1~ew1se after Suppor cte.J 
for tho blosn1ng of the Cup. 

This is, ·or course, the rubpieal direction ns 1t stands 1n 

tho P.Qok or Cor-.mcn Frayor of 16621 evon to typographical 

details. It is ambiguous 1n the Frgpgse4.f~, bocnuse, 

nlthoUgh the consecration proyar 1n that tore w4s fo1lo~4 

~~diatoly by an onaanaa1s and invoeation with the 1652 

l'royo_tl of (,blntion, y~~ til(rrs 1e no direction to the cGle• 

brant Where to stop When reeonsecrattng • unless the ' Anen• 

after tho words ot institution was regarded as a suttieient 

indication. !he probability 1a that the printers were simp• 

ly given a copy o:t tho 1662 Book to follow 1n those parts 

ct the service not spee1f'1cally aftocted by the i'roJ2gsgd 

Eotm, And in tbe 191€ form there wns no direction to re­

ccnsecrate in both kinds.l 

Beeidac h1s er1tie1sm ot tho rubric on reconse­

erat1on, Frere • s artiela2 included sot.o re~arl~a on the 

pro-tmaphoral part or the new r1 te and eot~p· rod the South 

Afrieon form_ot 1919 v1tb the American Qieynd Hepglt ot 

the same year. Ho h d one or two sUg estions f or turthor 

I •• cr: liti:ii ~p. i.~.,~ lor data1ls ol '"the controversy over tiiis 
rubric. 
e. c.,tRa Vol.XC.p,372. 
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revision. Tbc most tmportont was a repat1t1on of his onrlior 

plea for a •reeover1nr. of the lonr mistranslctod and trun­

cated - ~&Wetnp. tl But Frere's !nflue~ eo had already reached 

its zon1th. Tho 10.19 rite rcprascntod the tull flowering ot 

the 1dcns Frore had been dvocat1nc s1nco as early ~s ·1911. 

With the publication or thnt rite there teenn o ~radual 

growth gf opon and vocal discontent w1th tho •rrere rattcrn' 

of tho anaphoro ononrst the clergy ot the I·rov1neG. 

Tho r1 te or 1919 was tho prC'duet of n coJUplox 

aystem and 1t is important to lfnow what machinery ood methods 

wore usod 1n tho rov1a10!l. Thr: th•·ory off'1c1ally stated 1n 

the canons ot the Cbureh ct the rrov1nce 1a that ' it belongs 

to the ort1eo ot the Bishops to set forth mc41t1cat1ons ot 

Sorviccs to bo usod \~1th1n the Frovinee. •2 frovine1el Synod 

has, howevert to accept those modit1eat1ons, giving them 

the approval of the hirhest lep1slative body of the Chureh 

and making thom bind1nr upon the clergy. Therefore, in theory, 

alternative rites for the f'rovince ore trnr;ed by the bishops 

and accepted or rojeeted by the Provine£ 1n Synod. In prac• 

tiee, however, the r roater port of the actual t..·ork of rev1s• 

in, the sorv1ccs has um1ally been deleer ted to eo~1ttoo 

(or soroetioos oven to ~tore then cne ccn.t'J1 t tee3) or Episcopal 

Synod. Sinco those cot 1ttees were speei fict.lly sub-eotr..m1ttaos 

•or Eptseopal Synod• it wos natural that they should be com­

posed ot bishops, members of the synod. Until 1916 tho 

co~1ttea was nlvays so co~posod, thouph lay and clor1cal 

assessors wero s~ot~cs 1nv1ted to assist the eomm1ttee.4 

In 1945 tt-zo pr1osts are avpo1nte·1 to t he eo 1ttee; but tho 

work or revision wae virtu~lly c~~plote by then. Tho entiro 

Fr yor Foot~ wo.s passed by l rov:f.nc1al Synod tor tho soeond time 

1n 1960. It was poasc<l. for t.he first tir~o at the sossion 

• .._ , o • 1 p.. 3 '- e • F .rere s momoron um 9 .mnttih p.14 
2. 1eso ut!on of Frovineiol SYflod(lEnf) soe CsmstStut1.SD lf~--­£ngpu; (1030), p,l21. 
s.c • SUPtl•t P· B4 
4. See e.g. iQtTit p.tl3 



:111: 

of Provinc i al Synod in 1945. Since article X of the Constit­

ution lays it down that liturgical matters have t /o be 

pas~ed, in substantially the same form, by t~o successive 

sessions of Pro~1ncial Synod, the Prayer Book could not 

have been ~aterially altered after 1945, the year in "rhich 

priests were first appointed as full members of the co~~ittee . 

During the whole of the time, then, that the real work of 

revision was being done the committee proper consi s ted of 

bishops alone. 

The Episcopal Synod has not usually altered much 

of what the Li ttu•gical Committee has from tiree t o time 

recommended to it,1 but has normally adopted the suggestions 

of the committee and accepted collective2 responsibil ity f or 

them. The amendments t o the form as proposed by the ccmmi ttee 

and adopted by Episcopal Synod are then laid before Provi n­

ci al Synod. I f ratified by this body t hey are then 'put 

fo~th ' by the bishops f or provisional use in the Province . 3 

Prov:i ncial Synod accepts or rejects the recommendations of 

the bishops but, by convention, does not amend. It is t oo 

large and too clumsy a body t o be able t o give detailed con­

siderat i on t o each word, phrase, and clause of a rit e ; f or 

mere practical convenience it must refrain fron dealing 

with liturgical minutiae. 

After Provincial Synod has accepted an alternative 

form f or the first time, Episcopal Synod reviews the provis­

ion.:1l 1•ite each year and considers any further suggestions 

it may have received from the Liturgical Committee or from 

private persons. The usual practice in r ecent years has been 

for the secretary of the Committ$e t o advertise in the pro­

vincial journal asking f or criticisms and suggestions t o be 

sent t o the corr~ittee. After five years of experimental use 

and continual review the provisional form is again present~d t o 

l . But cf. p. 1~0 infra. 
2. See resolution of Provincial Synod of 1870, SU.Rti!t p. 2.5' 
3.Constitution & Canons (1950) , p. l2. 



Provincial Synod. lt th annual rov1ew of tho provisional 

form han not lod to any material altorot1on and 1! the form 

1s passed by Synod for tho secoll4 time it weomas a p rt of 

thG law of tho Chureh.l 

In practice• then, no revision can te eftoetcd without 

tho concurrence nf the bishops, who alonG ctm mnlt'e forttal end 

pos1tiva altLrations in the rites of the Churchl while equally 

no such. mendment can becote eanon1eal in the rrov1nca w1 thout 

tho approval ot i·rov1ne1al Synod.2 Th1e body, however, does 

not 1n1t1ata revision directly nor can it require any partie• 

ular deto.1l to be ~evised 1n any particular direction oxcept 

by poti tion5!ng the bishops. Tht· otf1c1al. titles of the VaP• 

1ous od1t1ons or tho euchar1st1c litu~gy arc 1llum1nat1ng on 

this fA)int. 

l9l~c Iroposcd l'orm or the South "-!riean Liturgy for the 
Colebraticn of the HolY Euebaris~ and tho Administration 
or tbe Holy COJ:t:union • ~ ~~~u ~f ~~!~sL~ :2: Et1cyegpgl Syncd ot the C ti r riP~ 

l919t An Alternative Fore of tho Or1or for tho A~m1n1strat1on 
or the lloly COttnl'W'lion • iS peywsed bY ~giscopal Smod • 3 

l920c An Altornativo ~orrn of th~ OrleF for tha Administration 

t€et~bu~~;'Pi~i~xinSg:OF~t!~.~!fi:i;~~~E~aQ~€6,~BtsbQR• 
1'b full title of the? 1nal i·rayer Pcok: A Ihol of Common 
Frayer and Administration or the Sacracents and other rites 
nnJ ceretvonios of tho Chureh to,rcthor w1 th tbe Form Sl'ld 
~:anner or l!.o~1ng, ordain1ne and conseerot1ntt ot l'1shcps1 
Priests and Ooacons - ~~~i:f!h bX o~tbgrttr 'or Y§§.in tog 
GhDrxh of the rr2vtoee ____ =---

~e earctul balancing of the authority or tbe bishops and of 

Frovtncisl Synod against eaeh other has ~eant th~t rcv1s1on 

eml onl:t be ettectod oftor a loni; r;eriod of ex_t;arirnont. That 

cr tne euch r1st1c rite was 2~ years from the drafting ot 

the lrQRQSQd Fom 1n 1917 to the final rat1ticat1on or the 

prosent rite 1n 1929o 

1.ty Q sort or lcral fiction tha lrovineiai SynoJ Is deemed 
to oxist continuously. It 1s novor dissolved,only adjourned. 
When tho Synod assemblas it 1 rero~rod to as the nth. fzfSQ19Q 
or the bynod , not as the nth. '3ynod. Thus, .. lthouph the cotn­
pos1t1on :ny be entiroly d1fforent1 it is still the sotr.e oynod. 
Sessions are norm lly h~ld every f1ve yeors. 
2,t:ut tho b13hops do issue e'.lrtain .for!':ls on the-ir ewn authority. 
3.<..nc reason for the el"onre is riven on p, IOI.f mmta.• 
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Two further points m1~ht bo noticed. First, 1n 

spite of· the prcct.1c3 or sub:n1tt1ng eseh part or tho f'J-oyor 

Book to two sttcces.il1Vo sessions of frcv1nci~l Synod, aor:tG 

latt1tudc ~oer.: s to hove "Con allowed if tho alteration is 

o soall one. ~us the PtQCt of t~e various ports of the 

suppl1ection attached to the Litany were acondod between 1945 

and 1950 • though the woras used were not altored - ond this 

did not prevent tho passage or the booY in 1950. Socon~ly, 

the b1ohops do authorise and set rnrth on tho1r own ~uthor1ty 

certain occasional roms (e. g. th eonseerat1on or a church 

ond tho !Jm1ss1on to office or a loy reader). Theso are not 

a part or the Prayer Eoolt, though they may be used 1n eon june• 

t1on v1th 1t. The bishops, for 1nstnnco• have i~sued a serios 

of proper poot-eo ,..,union eollccts for uso st the Euch~r1st, 

but these are not bound up with tho missal or Fr~yer Book, 

· ~e syste used tor revising the Fraye• Eookl is 

1n ronlit1 1tselt a produot ot the rov1o1on9 •at~r then a 

r1g1d· ond proeonee1 ved t!etbod laid dow bot ere sny rev3.s1on 

,., ... s un.lertaken t all, For thi~ reason oxattplen will be round 

in this study 'Which t'\ay seem to contradict some of the eoner• 

alised statEments above. E~eauso the machinery used in rev­

ision evolved ovP-r the eourse or tho yanrs alongside the re• 

v1sod Frayer P~ok 1tsolt, ~ome or the early stages wore oxeept-

1orHl to tho late.r rule. i'hc account a1ven here 1s only a gen• 

erol one1 but it is also a fair one, so long as it 1s berne 

1n mind that r v1s1on wso not eonduetod in accordance with 

a rigid pattern laid down beforehand. Tho system rema1ns, and . 
the Liturgical Con:m1ttee continues 1n ox1stonce, al.thou{th 

1. fbo account given noro oF the system Is Ease& ~artiy on the 
recollections or the nt. novd. t . rt. F1shor, ot one time convene~ 
of the Liturgical Committee, ond partly on a very br1of 
aecount in tho t as yet :nc~mrlcto , typoscript of a handbook 
on the South Arr1ean Prayer rook, at present botng prepared 
by tho V~nerable H. r:.wro1gG. Authorities CQJlnot be given 
for so1:1o or the state~onts sinco they· depe!•d upon tradition 
and convent ion rnther than upon cunon law. Whl"'re some ennon• 
1cal authority can be given it hos bean indicated 1n tho 
footnotes. 
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tho work or revision bas \-Non • tor tbo t1mo being, eomplflted. 

The South African l'rnyer Book, however, eould be rev1sod acn1n 

at any timet if Episcopal Synod ohould oeo fit to 1nit1ate 

any further amendcants, . 
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~here were those 1n tho Province who arfued that 

the invocation of the 1919 form made nonsense of the whole 

consecration prsyer. Tho two phrases ' these ••• creatl~as 

of thine own ' and 1hallov this oblation• were the centre of 

the controversy. 

The difficulty 1s eause4 by o vtrY natural desire to gratt 
an Eastern or Grr-ek Ep1klos1s upon a Western or Lut1n rito ••• 
1'he d:.rticul ty is tb1e. The Greeks in the plainest poss­
ible way nave hlown by tho form of their serv1ec that the 
Consecration tnkes place ~-nedjately ~tt~r the Epiklesi s ; 
While th Latins rnoY.e it equally cloar that the Consecrat ion 
1s effected by Cur Lord t s o~ w<rds ••••• Now in our 
'Altern a t1 ve Form • the ~rd rubric aftor tho Lord ' s I'rayerl 
ma~os it cloar that the Consecration takes placo ty the 
roeitation or those w~rds of Institution ••• The qu stion 
before the CoEpi lers or our 'Alternative Form• was this, 
Is it ~ossible to co~bine with this a Greek Lp1~les1s? 
It wns possiblo ; and 1t vas done , let us aay, by Archbi abop 
Cranmor and his Committ ee in the First Lnrlish Prayer Book. 
He did 1t by putting ll.1.s E.t.·1klos1s l>ct'ot q instead ot ift e£ 
tho words of Inst1tut!OD. ••• There WQ§ no need to use 
the word •creatures ' (in the 1nvoeat1onJ at all. But our 
•Form• uses it twiee in tho sore Prayer' ond for, far 
·orso actually aft er the Consecration ( institution- narrat ive) 

••• • • But it may be said that tho Consecration is offectod 
not only by the words or Inst itution already rocitedt but 
by those words and the Ep1~les1s combined. I answer: No 
one can say this while Rubric 3 confronts him o~ the ' Form•. 

!hose remarks were part or a paper •rea.d at st. Bode ' s Col l age, 

Umtata, on Januat"y { th , 19201 by the lato W'Jrdon of the 

Socioty ot Sacrad Study at the Annual Mcetin, or thia Society 

1n the Diocese of st. John ' s.' The nd e of tho speaker is 

not roecrdod, but he eouli hcve bryen no other than Canon 

J .F~ .: - .t~o.son, Harden of St. Bode ' s , a thoclott1cal ccllere for 

African ordinands. Canon Mason was warden of the soeiety, t oo, 

until he retired from st. Gdo ' s early 1n 1921. 2 ~e diocese 

ot St. John ' s corresponds 1n geographical area with the 

Tronske11 on African res rve1 and 1s1 therefore, very much a 

missionnry d1ocose. The clergy would h ve included a large 
. 

number of Africans, some of whom would have loon trained by 

Canon Mason. Mason ' s paper was eyelostyled and circulated 

1. 1. e . the ru~rie laying de~~' the form for a second ccnaec­
ro.ticn. 
2. I am indobted for this infor~at1on to tho Rcvd. D.Caton, 
present vica• pr1nc1pal or st. Bede •s . 
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aftor his ret1remen~under the title quoted above . The tact 

tt!a.t he is rc-,ferrcd to as the • 1~te • warden 1.n this title 

means that the paper was not 'rublished' until about a year 

artor it hnd been delivered. 'lbat it should have been thcupht 

important enough to revivo aftor so long tm interval , tGgether 

with the raet that at tho time Ttlhen it was delivered Lnson 

~cup1cd an official oeade~1c post or soma distinction in 

the dioc~se , suerests that it wos re~arded as an authoritative, 

seholar lJ pronouncement ond was wall received in tho diocese. 

Canen Mason ' s views are quot~d here , though out 

or strict chronological order, because they are typical or 

the argw,ent usod arainst the 1919 form. This argument became, 

in its essontials, thP ar uruont of all those who oppo$Od the 

r ov1sod rit•, but ~ascn present ed it in its most concise and 

simrlest form. The validity of the argument will be cons1d• 

cred when the •Nat al fet1t1on• , tho most scholarly nd 

important or the attacks on the 1919 form, is deol t '1JT1th . l 

At this r.e1nt !t !s enough to say that tho argur,ent from the 

. ' t hird rubric • brea s dc·wn because the bishops srec1f1cal ly 

directed that tho eelet rant 1n ' re-ecns,..crating ' was to begin 

at 'Hear us, 0 merciful Father •••' • In this thoy could be 

accused or 1ncons1steney, 2 but not of b?lieving th3t the 

words of Institution were ~~SDi necessary tor consecration. 

The diOCC~e Of St. John ' s WQS not, Of cc.urse, thO 

only one tihich prouucrd persons or groups who reacted str onyly 

against tho new •south African Liturr,y•. Innocd a great 

many pcoplo retusecS to allow it to ttlke that namo at all. 

Dr J . T. Darragh, ono cf the roost hostile critics or the form, 

\atote to Frore 1n 1921, say1nr. , • I do not ltnow hov you Cal!lO 

to ecns1der it as a "South Africtm LJ.turey" , duly aceepted 
• 
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and agreed upon. It is mo~t c~rtainly not so ueoeptad nn1 

agreed upon• and is no more than a tontntivc ~d exp~rimental 

docun~ent. There is not the least liltolihood of 1 ts beinf! 

generally received 1n the Province without scme a~andment of 

the lanr,u re of the second Ep1Jrles1s.•1 It must be reu:embered 

that Darrorh said this atter • rov1nc1al Synod had , at th(' 

end of 1019, ' discussed 1n detail ••• and aioptcd ' the form. 2 

One wonders what was said of it before it hud received even 

that meosure of fortml recognition. Darragh also wrote , to 

much tha $GmO effect, . to the od1tor or !heglogx, who reportod 

that a 

Tha Revd J . T. Darragb writes from Durban, S.A. , to point out 
th~t strictly speaking the South A~rienn Liturgy, to whi ch 
all.usion has been rno.de 1n our f!lres corfl than once , doos 
not exist. There 111 a draft bef'ora the f·rovinca, which i o 
not lik~ly, he says, in its present form, to meet with the 
final approval of tho nuthor1 t1es..... l~r Darragh • s letter 
wo.s written before oua· t.-!arch number appeared and his point 
tallies exactly with whtJt l!.r Bazeley taitts 1n the Lambeth 
Conference Revi~w there published. 3 

As ono ct the thin s thct Bnzeley had sai~ in his article was 

that tho ' less l~nrlled dislU·e ' tbe South African 1nvccation 

' as destructive of the ultra- Roman doctrine of Conseceat1on 

by· the words or Institution which 1s eoremonly taught among 

High Churehmen•4 it is unlikely th~t Darraeh•s point tallied 

with Eazelcy' s quite as exactly 3S the editcr rather 1n~en• 

uously doelorcd. 

1bc most tmptrtnnt effect or the publication cf the 

Altcrpat4Y£. Fg£m of 1919 was tb~t it brourht the whole matter 

into th op·n for the ri~st time. Hitherto it had been some• 

what eclipsed by tho ·~·ar and by thC" rejoicintr, over the a~ist1ce 

or l9lf. . Indeed, one angry critic of tho nov r1to, the Revd. 

M. c.Hodson, wrote , •no doubt it is unavcidable , but nt prosont 

• ~sper • ~ ~ ~ 1 p. 212. arrarh, or course , 
rocJ.ronod •Holill' us , ' mere Fa thor •• ' as the ' first £p1Jrlesis1 
2.!b~~~ ~~nts!~• Vol, XVI11 p.9. 3.~~ ~ ~ • , (April l~~lJ , p.20f. Bazoley's article was 
a rov ew or rov1sicn in the Anr.l1ean Cct.munion generally. 
4.~., Vol . II. O'nrch 1921) , p. l63. 
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the ~ov~~ent fer rGv1s1on resettbleo a Y.not of eonsp1rntors 

talltinp: 1n a corner or s darl~ roorn. tl Hcdson, who "t<'SS lo.ter 

to ba one or tha leaders cf tho •Natal fetition ' group9 round• 

ly condomned the 1919 form as a failure , and appeal\:d for 

wider latt1tude in exper1~ont. Cthor voices wore new raised 

ogninst tho r1to. Bloe~:.rortein was the ne:xt d1oeeao in Which 

unhappiness about tho revision ~de 1t5elf felt. Doon Hulme 

of Llowf.·ontcin made a public ploa tor tho tr ... nster or tho 

invocation rrom 1ts l,lsee after the; wGrds c:r Institution to 

b~toro them. 2 The !'Oasons fc.r desiring tho chang . the dean 

trave as bcin,.; 

(a)thnt was the position of ' Hear us 9o ~e.re:1.tul Fathor • in 
1662 

(b)thnt was als(') the placo of the full er 1nvoent1ol' 1n 1549 
(c)the order or Cur Lord 's act ons as rocorded 1n the Gospels 

ond 1n Cor1nth1nns in (l) taking th~ clc~cnte 
(2) bl soinr or g1v1n, of th .. nl-'s 
(~) hreakinr the bread 
( \.) saying 't.his 1s my body' • 

~fl third t:·r the so 1 c1nt s must mean that .dean Hulme thouyht 

of the 1nvccntion as equivalent of 1bless1ny' an~ that it 

ourht, thoretore, to precede the traction in the mnnual acts 

and the ·words o! Inot1 tut1on. But lutcr he wos to interpret 

the 1r.lvoeaticn no t:oan1ng oor.:oth1nr very d:2.f1'erent. Plainly, 

however, ~t this stage daan Hul me round the pos~ticn or the 

1919 1nvoeat1on unsatist· ctory. Lr.ter wh~n the bishop of' 

I.lt'~e fontaitl (Chandler) nad res ,ned aTid Ilulr.e was vic r 

goneral ad~1nietor1n~ the dioe se durin~ the 1nter- re¥mum, 

a sreat uoal of criticism or the invocation was ventilated tn 

tho C!Jureb t..hr9D~~4Q• Hulme wrctc go1n, this t1me to d~te.nd 

thl! invccation, rriving on explana.t1c:n or it which he clGt:lr!ed 

to have rt,ee1v(\d fro!'·· his old b1sb(lp. 

So in our n~w Liturgy, conneeration 1~ tak~n ns ofBeetcd 
through the recitation cf the Hurrut1,re of Innt1tt:tj.on 

I II 11 
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and Cur Lord 1c saeramontally presont, we Lhan latg: ask 
the aso1sttlllee of tl:e Rely Spir1 t that; we : ny ··c.rth1ly 
pre.oent Uhf - the Lamb - to tho Fr.. thcr. It is on o;~ten­
sion or tho Jjreceding pi· rasa •we crter •• unto thy D1v1ne 
r ajesty. t ~ . . 

Thi::l o:J:;lanat1on 1 s 1ntereot1ng for :!.ts bear1ne upon the theol• 

Of Y of the bishops~ but an an intorrrctntion or t~;o invoc­

ation it wao unJatisfactory in every way. It did not satisfy 

those who objected to tho 1nvoe·1tion fer 1t did. not exr;la1n 

the word •eroatureo• C()m1ng after tho narr~1t1vc of tho 

institution. ttor d1.d it satisfy those vho defended the 

. invocation. Ona would. havo thoup,ht that, in any ease, the 

plain sonse or the lnne~age vas aga1n~t sueh an interpretation. 

llultto ' s o>;planat1on equatod tho -word 1oblaticn' with the 

word 'offer• 1n the preceding clause. T:be·invocat1on was 

thus seen as a blessing not or tho clo~onta, but cr the ~ 

ot ~rrering. Tbe phra~a 'hallo this oblation• was, however, 

certainly 1nterprotod by tt.o~Jt people, whother 1n supJ,'Ort or 

thE; new rite or in cr1t1c1sm of it, ns cean1ng 9make this 

gilt holy tcr us•, and therorore na a part of the rc~m ot 

consoeration. ':he t~atal clergy went so far as to say, •we 

cannot ba r:.e nt to bo eu1lty of the il!IJliety or. superadding 

a consecration upon a eonsocrat1on. •3 ~ e 'lt''ors or the 

phrase certninly thcught or it as being in so~~ way c·nsec­

ratory. Bazeloy attributed the whole of the 1nvoeat1~n to 
jJ 

Frere; ¢ but 1n this he seems to have been m1stskcn. Frero ' s 

3Uggost1ons for the invc.caticn h.:.vc already bean g1ven,5 and 

one or these suggestions underlies th p11rase ' hallow this 

oblation• which c~used most of th~ trouble. Ct the phrase 

Frere wrote; 

Tho compilers ••• have rood preeedont behind them When 
they describe tno Holy Spirit ' s outpour1ny upon the g1tte 
1n such a simple, ret1cont and non-eor.trovcrsial phrase 
as •that her y hallow this obl tion•. 6 

!.cfi\ir£6 Chrontsi'i;, fci.XV!It1910S, 3>.~231 "I· 
2.cr . IP• '17 
3-~~~~~~.,~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~- p.6. 
4. a. 
s.~;a..-. 6.-....,....,, 
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Z..,rore, then, approved, though he d id n<)t entirely 

rraruo, the 19lr. invocation, and clearl~_Frero undorstcod tho 

phra.fle 'hallow this oblation' (which ~ his o n ccmtr1but1on) 

as referring tc, trc wcrlr of eonscoraticn, though not necess• 

erily defining tbe uo~ent or consecration. ~o words 'the 

effect or the invoeation' or othf.!l' s,.n:.ilar language 1s repeated 

4guin and agatn in ·his c~r.~ePts on tho 1919 rorm. 1 It is 

truo that he does not specify exactly ~at this 'effect 1s, 

indeed he advocates •reticGnee •, but elearly he docs net mean 

that the wc~rk or the lk1lY Spirt t is ccnfincd to ~a.nct1fJ1ng 

man ' s ~st g{ Q(tQt1nc to God. 

'lbo word 'oblat!on' may havo n:any meanings 1n thG 

liturgy. ln the ritn of 1919 1t is used 1n the rut-rie regul­

ating a sooond cotlsecration to dcser1b~ ·the ur~cc·nsec:ro.ttd 

' oblations• ot broad and wino. The pr~raee to the rite refers 

to tho l66E ' fray or ot C}>let 1op ' .as nc.-w forming part or the 

consecration praye~ but the 'oblatton ' or the 1662 prsyer 

is an off!'lt"1n?. of ' cur~olvcs , ottr souls and bodtos• . r;owbcre 

is the wcrd 'oblation' used of cur act or oftc~r1ng or the 

Ec•dY and Dlcod of Christ, ·mieh .is ~hat daon '-'nlmo 's inter• 

protation ~eant. It 1o true that tho pref3ce to tho rite 

says thot •· :o n.ust t:lrst present Christ end Hie merits •• • 

th .n present ourselves trustinr. 1n tho ner1tn of out- Head. •• •, 

so, without doubt, th~ 1\lea of soEo 3UC~. offering was pres­

ent ir. tha 'neon1ng or the word 1oblnt1cm', bttt the word is 

n~vcr used eJsc~1ere e?.elusively 1n this sonse. 

It would see~ that Hulrue lut€r realised that his 

atto· pt at juatitying th~ 1919 invocation vas uns2tistaetory1 

for 1n 1921, after the 1'~tal clergy had petitioned ,~ga:!.nst 

the form, he geve porm1os1on for 311 the priosts 1n tho 

diocese of Blocofotlto1n, or which hn wag v1ear-goneral, to 

~=~ox!i:u:ta~ ·F:~~~~io>. p.3. 
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emit tbo two ctfensivc phrnses. l Thus there ear;:;e into exist• 

enee a out1loted tort: of the 1919 tlnaphora , sor~etitnes ,rand• 

iloquently rererred to as the vloenfc,ntcin tlse. 2 

llUlme's own account 01 .. this event 1s interesting. 

ray l stnte tbat I 21'!: practically • esponeible for tho 
pa~t1eular He~a§.29QD9St~4 ,wttn ~pe £2DjSSFit&oa 3s now 
used? ••• • •• crh3~S our Sou h African 1snops thou,ht 
that ••• they would follow their two s1ators [ in Scotl and 
and AcerioaJ and adort an Eastern torm of Con~ecrntion. 
So fYdft§Qlit in 1920, they issued ~ liturg1 wh1eh, utter 
wha t a ~estern Church baa ccns1d~rod the wo~ds of 
consecration they went on t- the 19lr fo~ or the invecation] 
• • •• • !Zo~ I happened to 'bfl viear•Keneral at the tir:e •·• 
and I nuthor1sad the emission of C ' these sacred r ifts 
cn:i cr"atures or th!11c O'Wtlt and 'that ho may hellc~1 this 
obl~tion t] ~ Thun there was n alludinp zo the ~ogfgg~te4 
' ~ as C!'caturost aud there wa.n no talY or l'"•l ow ·C 
the " · ; and the purpose of the Holy Sfir:lt •s 
co-oJ,;oru 011 .., .. s that we should 1'1.borth1ly t-oceive • 1 i . e . 
t"cl:e a rood cot;""un1on , 3 • ••• • '.Jhnt . s v·tenr- grneral I 
rrantcd tha :Sloorntorito.tn c lergy hae1 <Jinco 1P2le bGon adopted 
os the authorised use ot the whole Frovi~ee. 4 

Hulrno had, in tact eeas<>d tG rertard the 1nvocut1c'n as a bloos1ng 
" . .. . .. 

ot tho ol~onts or ovon or the act or oftoru1g. It i s now 

·no eerc them n bless1ru~ of the r~cept1on. 

However unsatisfactory Hulr1e!s cr~ginal ingenious 

gloss on th\':; 1S19 1nvceat:l.on rwy hav!' been, 1t is evidonce 

or the unha;p1noss eau:~ed by th1s aspeet or ~evi.sion. A 

great dool of tho er1t1c1sm or the Al~atnut1yq Fstm wns 

d1rcctod at this one point. 5 When Provincial Synod mot 1n 

!Iovee'ber 11:'19 el.l\d the fCJrr~. vaa pre sen ted to 1 t fr r approval• 

Spnod. contained, 1n a.dd1t1cm to the evan,e:~ ical.s who disliked 

• ' 0 • t P.l .• 
2 . , P• 3. . e wr:..rdirlg at this r.c:tnt was, of eourso, 
!dcr.:t cal w1th thot of the lntor offic1ol South African form 
cf 1924. 
:.:o . It is d1ft1cul t tc seo wy, on thin ~.nte.rpretation o! the 
1nveeat1on, the wcrds 1Upcn us i¢3:$ ~ ~UiQD .tb9:ZS tbi g1ttl' wen 
rctoin .d by H~lme. . 
1. 'tlulrr.c • P1g~~QJ:l ~9 Blsf=~l!'¥• Pf•22Cf. aulf:le also 
snid, ' A birr ltu.rgica! au hor y~n Fnpland (eould this be 
rrere?:] sa11 tr.at tho South African lit~py was the finost 
ir. the t.n ·11ear. Cor union• ~cgsibly 1n C thol1e Christendom. 
l a~ lod that nt the tuc n: its ronesis I ~es 1n r poe1t1on 
cf authority which enabled ~etc ~ruo alterations; and without 
w~1eh such eo ~ er.da.ticn wculd, I thinlr, hnv P' on vi theld. t 
It 1~ rert~ars unfair tc m~·ke too r-uch of thi~ cr~ptrr tn 
llul.r::c • a autcb1ography, ont1tl<Jd •L:lturc1ea1 Su~"vostione 1 • 
Hulm~"~ wns f.I !'ine nnd t"tl1 thful pr 'f'st, on MFlo....Cn t~olie in 
the tradition er the ttnther hearty •soc1al- f'O!$l'el' Anplo-
C lthclicism o.~ his generation . B~ had rro'bnbly nover been 
:::ueh o! a 11 turr,·t col scholar, and trh~ boo!"' wao tr:ri ttfln when . 
he 'WtlS OVC!' <::~ phty. (In~ <!.M.p~\s ol'\ cev-\oo:IY'l Lt.)o-rds if"\ i'~e qooio..·h O, 1·~ 1/V\Il'"J 

5. Soc e . g . ~tmt£tl .. Cb!'£- JSl!it Vo1 .XVl,pp. ~.69,~lL99 :~r:C t t 411. 
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uny kind or revision at oll,l a large body or tnc olorey who 

woro highly critical of eQrtn1n features or tho biohops ' 

pro}.osals. 1'he prclimins.ry agenda o.:' the syncd eontained the 

item; 

Tho rrei~b!shop of Capo Tc~~n will movo 'that thin ~:iynod 
expresses conernl approval of tho revised 11 tfr\u~y and 
hOI,OS that before sanetionin it llo Wt ~lt rr~;,t .. vo i'orm 
tor optional use in the .rov1nce, the I 1shops will ~~e 
counsel with rcpresor;tctivc en o:f tho other orut.r~ of the 
Synod, 1n order that relevant criticisms ana obJoct1ons 
ay b - fully a.rh~ carefully considered. 2 

The archbishop's unhappinoss at the 1do:t or revising the form 

at all hc.s becm olroauy notod.3 Tho form ".:hich the n .. ,t!ee 

cr his mo tion tookclearly lnd1eates that the binhcps as a 

~hole . were nat· op ful G! piloting tho 1919 rorr. through 

the r:~ynod in· its (;.riginol shape. Since: C";111cd wcs ·~.nable tc.> 

at end,4 th cnly ethod. the bishops cculd c~ploy to gGt thoi~ 

prcposals pesoed 1n the ruee .: r tho ·cpi)Osition vas to frarJe 

scmo such ootion s this so that 1:1}a~1hars cr th@ Syr1od would 

be ablo to votE: ro.r tho A11£rnnk:txe :t-'t;z:m 1n ,t;rincivlc, while 

hor:1ng, at the same tild<'! 1 th t it mi~ht 'to rev1nad in certain 

dotails. Tb b1sh~pa oro relying upon tho cupport or those 

~1ho, h.owcvor unhappy they night be Hbout t he 1nvocnt1on, were 

dclightod at the prospect or a rov1ocd rito 1n geno~Gl. In 

spit(. cr the bishops• approhonsions, tte crchb1shop• s motion 

was c:;arr1od and the ror~r. reec1ved t Nettorul approval' •. 5 That 

the ma~g1n of support tor tho propcaalo ~as of tho very 

vnrro:~Jst 13 indicated by tho tolcgrams Gould received from 

Phelps and ~nzoley. Gould os not n member or the frov1nc1al 

Synod cf 1~19 but Basaley wan a rapresentat1v~ cr tho elo~gy 

cf tho dioeose of' Crchamstown, and fhclps o.v a dioeosan bishop 

\';n~ a permanent member of the Synod. Tho telegrams vero • 

General approval ct litur y rosscd Synod yesterday rr~jor1ty 
of t~rce 1n lay house laus dec Phelps - rrovei'\ber 11th, 1919. 

Genoral approval g1von to l1t~ryw tsc. litur y) votin . by 
order Bazoley. - November llth., 19!§. 
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frov1ne1a1 Synod nor6~11y votes by oeclamat1on. l A 

division may be taken if an!' ono ltlombcr of th0 syno ·i is dis~ 
. ' ' 

so.t1st1ef! with the pt"e~1dent ' s rul1nt as tc ~ ... -ncthe~ ' the Ayes 

or · the Noes hat'ro it' • ~c rule fer •voting by order ' is that 

1 t rr.ust 'bo 'ismanded imediately wa:tor.g tho question is 

r1nally put • (i.e. before eny vote by acelanntion is taken • 

this mathcd o! votin~ ennnot be used to dof'eat soJ":ethine 

which hus alr~ndy been enrr1od by aecla~nt1on o.nd division) . 

~bis manner of voting is only likely to bo der.nndod when it 

1s :·nown 'boforehond that the tr.Qjority either vay 1s likely 

tc be a narro'-oJ· one an<l ~rhon the matter 1s hir,hly eontent1oua. 

When tho vote 1~ ta~~n tbQ bishops, the other clerny1 a d 

the laity vote a~ throe ~oparoto ncuses and the t~t1on must 

'be carried in each bouse.2 'l'bo 1919 i.\ltwrpatiJsz lt7gcm rt)ee1ved 

getloral nssont in ench houso • but in tho hou~o of tbo la1 ty 

tho nr jor~ ty \•illS only th~GO • 

Synod also availed itself or the opportunity pro• 

v1dcd !n the archbishop' s motion to eleot •tt.rce mor.lbel"s ot 

aaeh house to net as Assessor.c with the Eishops in the work 

or tho Revised Liturgy. •· The s1x aoaesscrs 1nelud.od Eazeley 

and Fnther Frsne1a Hill, ehairman of tho rroto~!o. cottm1ttoe. 3 

It 1s almoot 1mpcas1ble tc soy what infltlcnco, if o:ny, the 

assessors had upon the shap1n~ or the South African rtto. 

They ruot with the L1tu~r1eal Co~1tt~o irr.~odintoly after tho 

end or the sess!on or . ro~ineial ~ynod and rovi~vcd the 1~19 

torm. FUrther amend.1ents to it were su~ r("ated. Th'lre 1s a 

se:~thinn lottar f.J-o"! Gr;uld amonest the papers or tho L1tm-e1eol 

Committee ~hich suegents thnt tho asso~sors were net partie• 

ul~ly well qtw1tf1od tor 11turt1eal. ~r!~, thouth he expressly 

exempts Enzc1ey f!'om this eho~ge/~ Gould ~von doubted, and 

ha expressed his doubts in the s~e lettor, that the asse~ors 
" 
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had over met. But he is cloar11 wrong about th1G since the 

c;tfieio1l re,Port on tho \!:ork done in .!!op1.scopal Synod in 

(;ctooor ~~d l~cvembcr l9ltl r-oads 1 

Tho proposod al~erntions 1n the Alternative Co-~tnion Ctfice 
nurgcsted at tho ccnro.reneo bet~.;~P.on thry l .t tu:-cieal Comittoe 
ana the Asao a sora olec t.::;d by th(l e J Ptt'flY an 1 la1 ty of the 
loto I r·c11inc1nl Synod were .:l" scmssod in net!! 11 'J ... d tho 
~cm .. os

1
8r.l ndou was adopted. (:J.t1cpt ad, thr.t is, b'; Epl.ocopol 

.. JynO'"] 

n1cra is, 1n St l ~ul•s Col.lftgo library, a ecpy 

or tho lt'l9 form with 'SUfH~C'st1ons r r rut-ther rev'l.$ion' made 

in ~to ley's qui.te U.."lf".1Bt3YCnble hond. 'Ibn copy cnrtw~ nl7 

belonged to Bazeloy at ene t1~e tor 1t was ~1v.n to the collogo 

by his widow, but the r.~nuseript additions oro not dated 1n 

any way. It is just tossibla that th~sG ' suggestions' waro 

· in some W&.Y eonnoetod w1 th the " rk or the US!'CODors for 

there woulJ have been no purpose 1n Bazoloy•s ma!j~r n tes 

ft~r tu.rthor revision in a ~'>PY or tho 1919 orU.tion c)nCQ tho 

r;eot1ng ol' the 3Ssessors had been held, tor th~t edition W'O.S 

aluost ~odiatol7 superseded by tho rav1o d (19Ft) form. 

If theso sugg~stions or Bazalo~ wore eonneeted vlth the 

wol. .. l\ ot the Basor.u.1ors they h?d but 11 ttle intl.ut: Jee upon tho 

ehru-.ros c..rdo in the fom. 'I'he only ono or them wh~.eh b$S 

bcco:. n port , r tho r:nul S{tUth f ricr:tn r~.ta was n proposal 

't.C! ot·:1t tho words ' militant here 1n earth' fro tho bidding 

bororc the prayct• ro.r the Chureb. Eazaley ' a ougr,.st1ons tor 

revising the onaphora veret 

(l)to alter 'who made thero (by his 0n oblation of hit salt 
once ottered) a full ••' to road ' vho by his n~~ obl ntlon 
of hicsolt once e!fered ~ade a full ••'• 
(2) to ~ltcr •c parpetual ·memory of that his precious death' 
t~J read 1 a perpetual memorial. of thnt his prceiou~ death 
and =; cr1f1cc.. *. 
(~) tc o~ it ' Hear us, O mere1flll .Father, •••• !'cdy an~ J3lood• 
an1 to begin the norrntivo of the institution •For in tho 
o~o night •••• •. 

The f!rs-t or t'.leae at'1ondments was made in th revised ferm 
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Episcopal Synod, then • receiv~d the suggested amend• 

ments agrood upon by the £'1x assessoro an1 the L:f.turrieal 

Corm1ttoe. The bishops had alrea~iy assen1bled once before, 

earlier in th~ year, te 1sstte tbe 1919 term. They now 

met again , in Cetober and Nove:r .. 'ber· of 1919, before ond attor 

the eess:t.on . of Provinc-ial 3ynod. 1 The m.1nutos show that 

the r evised ri.te was considered on 25 ~ovember. Phelps 

proposed the new amondmonts which htad Cf>rr!e fro&l the assessors. 

The b1sbops adopted the ar:entments and so the 8l£er.vat!ii 

~ or 1919t approved in principle by rrov1nc1e.l Synod on 10 

!Iovember, was superseded in just over a fortniyht by tho 

revised od!tlon cf 1920.~ 

As they affect the-; anaphc..re tha or'endc:ents or novem­

ber 1.919 ore tr:i fl1ng . 3 t .. bon the revised fo.r~ had been pub­

lished Gould wrote, •net a letter, not a pc1nt, has been 

changed in the rnost criticised passage, the anatr'.nos1s and 

1nvocation•.4 The f'om as a wholo differed rrcr:r i.ts predo• 

cessor in soveral details. 1'he sel.utation and response were 

inserted b(lf<ire the collect; the 'Words 1rJil1 tant here 1n 

earth • wore OP~itted before the prayer for the Church. The 

prayEtr of · umble Access was restored to its orie-inal fr- rJu. 

' Unimportant chanf'GSt • Daze ley wrote, •may t:•rovoke more opp­

osition than it'Jportant ones ... o. g. the attempt to r.Jat.re tbe 

Prayer of Humble Access an ir.Jwli§W was ost unpopular and 

tho Bishops wisol~ removed the connecting worda • • •• s There 

had undoubtedly been e groat deal of opposition to this use 

or the prsyor ct humbl e Access. 

lDft'ii• 
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In our Altrornative Form the Jjri(lst is ordered to vneel 
down and say •Deliver tis fro~ all evil for we do not 
presooe to com$ etc.•. This repetition of the final petit• 
ion in the lcrd • s l rayer is borrowed from the Saru."!l and 
Roman missals: but it does not fit the plaee in our ' Altern• 
ative Forro'. The position differs greatly. In these L..t:t•.,in 
services the finill fHat-1 tion • •• • 1s cade as o resronso by 
tho people. The priest 1n a low voice says the ~en and 
prceeods •tib(Jra nos ete ••• •' en exTansion or the patitj.on 
and inaudible by the petple. It is natural tor the priest 
to say that petition ror ~1mself t which, as yet hr· has not 
spokon with his o~n mouth. But all thot iu roroi~n to our 
t Alternative Form' - tmera tho 1:1ords 'Deliver us fror. all 
evil ' a.:r~ tael':od on to 'tho rr. of hurrl,lo access ' .. something 
quite different. It sounds li~c ~mat it is • a patch. 1 

In the ~.maphora thr word 'there• before •by his one 

oblntion • was omitted and tho ~ord ·~~de ' was transfarred to 

irr~~c:diately before 'a full, prtrfeet •• '.2 The reasc·n for this 

alt~ration WQS protntly that the insertion Cf the wOrds 'to 

ta!{"c our nature upon ~1r;; ' had nl. r\?~dy ~ade the r ucho.rist a 

les!J narrow roerr.orial or the passion ~1lcno an·1 h"'d r~nde the 

word ' there • so t-What incon,ruous. lbc ot~ly othr:-r ehonge wns 

the restoration cf the phrase ' to aceept this our sacrifice 

of praise and thanl~s,1v1nY. .... beseeehinf' thee', following 

the USfJfe of the •:;cc;tt1sh and AroCirican rites. These words 

had bf?en attached to thC' anan')nosis of tho :f-;:ppgs§d F££Cl 

of 191£3 tv'hen it hod been .fitted 'nto the; prnycr of Cblation. 

In 1910 the anamnesis h~d b~en repl aced by o new anamnesis, 

oblat1on,ana invoeation,~nd the 1662 phrase had disappeared 

with 1t.4 After 1910 the snnphora wos not nlter~d aga1n, 

except 1n one impcrtant particular to be noto1 later. 6 S1neo 

tljat date the order or the prayer in the South African rite 

hns beon; 

(l)the 1652 prayer or Consecration with o ve~ few nlterations, 
(2.)the anan:nesis , cblet1ont tind inveeation (inelu11ng two 
clauses from the 1662 prayer of Cblat1on), 
( ~~ )tho rest of the prayer of Gblat1on. 

The shortened form of administration was incluoed in the l92G 

edition or the rite. 6 The rubric on second consecration ns 

left unchanfed. 
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The movement tor revision in Enr.lond was ot this 

time rather behind what had beon achieved 1r1 South Africa. 

ln lOlf the archbishops hod been requested tc call a eonrer• 

once to discuss thr deadloel{ re ehed 1n ro .rrang1ng tbe 

eonon. l A rough draft of tho initial reco~ndat1ons or the 
f':l 

cocm;1ttee 't.las sent tc Frere h J.1oy l9l9. G The f1nol proposals 

fror the conference w rc sumi tted to convoesti.on on 11 

Fet·ruary 1920. 3 As the South hfrican. anaphora hsd beon 

~ettled by the tittc: of the soss1on or ~p1scopcl Synod on 17 

February 1919 there eon b<t n ~'1ostion of ~ny direct dopendenee 

on the Enr.lish revision of 1927/ f . The only p rt of the 

onaphora to be r ov sod 1n s uth Afr1c tter 1919 was the 

1nvoeat1on; ond thnt bears no roal .r~se l:!lanea t.o the cr.rros­

pond1ng part of the Co~un1on o;tieo of the Deposited Book. 

test or the sirJilar1t1os betVicor, the ... nrlish and the South 

J.fr1ean r av:Ls1cns arc to be oxpla1ned es rf:sul tinv. fro. a 

coi:Jnon parentoge 1n tho 1d~os ond c1rcumstonces 't!:hich shapod 

the two r1tos. Th~ro were some ir1cidental borrow1ngo - for 

cxai;ple, the South ~ ~rr1ean rubric on the usc of tho Doealoeuo 

wa~ tal~en frQm the English rov1sed book4 • bUt none or thom 

artectod tho eonsoernt1on prayer. 

The preface to the South Afr1ean revised edition of 

19~0 - NfJ~f.':a 2D the Bryi§ion ot ~b~ Order f9r' th~ Holx Coog­

un1o; - wns reprinted exactly as it h eel stood 1n tho 1n19 
~ ed1t1ont but with the addition or one short new prra£raph 

which cxpla1nod ~lY it was f1tt1ng that the Lord ' s Prayer 

should conclude the anaphora - • rc~ 1t r.~~~ers up, 1~ the 

highest !ore, all th~t has been prayod for thcrotn .• 6 



In spite or tho ath ring str nr;t.h of tbe Off.tOsi tion , 

t hen, the ehaneec ado 1n the {\l,tsr~ ·Q$1yg Form niter the 

Provincial 3ynod or 1919 were very sl.ipbt, 3nd did not in tho 

least afteet the rnt!on le or th order s set ~ut bJ the 

bishope 1n tho1r preface. The roluctanc~ of the }r~v1nc1al 

Synod, the s~ollness or the roajcrity ~ favour or the rite, 

t he rcprosGntotions ot tb assessors, oll tailed to reoke the 

bishops materi lly 3lter tho form of 1919 . l"rob~l·ly the 

bishops wore hor.in to be able to hnvc thE form again approved 

in the next session or l rov1nc1ol Synod 1n 192 • F'cr this 

i t "~Was essential thet there should be no 'mlteriol alt~ratioft '. 

After tne exeite~cnt in th synoi 1tsalt, the whole matt er 

seems to h"•Je rop.ped out ot public notieo .. It is extro.ord• 

1nc .y, ror inst nee, that the official report or the pro­

~oodift _ of the I-rov1nc1ol Synod print;cd in the mngazino ot 

tho dioeose or Grahacstc~n, aYe& no r.ont on of 11turr1eal 

matters at all. The matter is de to &fpear 11 the ~oro 

cdd by tho root thot Pholps bj,r-self, 1n the snr'!e issue or tho 

mogaaine,lccr:t"!etJtod on tho passo.t'e of the 1919 form throunb 

the synod . 

Tho Rcvicad .-ortt racelved ~Emerol o.ssont. Further amend­
ments hev~ bc~n mado and 1t is to b . print~d and publi~hod 
as soon as poss ble. The Bishops passed a ros lution ~ 
that the nevisod !·'orr'l is only tc to used where t h 1'1n1ster 
and people agree in dosiring it. :hen the for~ is tinolly 
issued a.pplient·ion mu'"'t bG xr.ade to me first for 1 ts t!'iol 
as on exper~ent and then, 1f , esirod 1 ror ~cr~ ~e~ulnr use. 

Earlier 1n t.bc 1 sr the bishop had authorioc~ the use or the 

(unrev1sed) l9l g foro on four successive Sl ndays (:ln the 

Cathedrcl these ~ere Au ust lOth and the n~xt throe Stmd ys) 

at the saJ; e time w1thdraw1ng ~he pcrrn1!:ls1cn b~ h~d R1v~n for 

the usc or the l topoagd otm or l~lf .3 Both theso vo~c now 

roplaeed by t;he guarded ,Pert 1si1on to use tho lOC<. tortl when 

it shoulj hovo been publ ished. It would a~f& r thnt tho 
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bishops \-Tere hoping to overcome the opposition t o the new f orm 

by exercising a great deal of t act in regulating its use so 

that it might be preserved unaltered t o become finally canon­

ical in 1924.1 

It was soon made clear t o the bishops t hat the dis­

sidents were not t~ be appeased by the few small changes t o 

the edition of 1920. As early as January 1920. the synod of 

the diocese· of StJohn's resolved: 

That this Synod is of the opinion that the Committee 
appointed by the f'rovincial Synod of 1119 for the 
revision of the 'Alternative Form for the Administration 
of the floly Communion ' as passed in Provincial Synod 
should publicly invite suggestions on their \-TOrk of 
r evision before its final presentation to the frovincial 
Synod . 2 

This resolution , dated 19 January 1920, was printed at the end 

of the cyclostyled copies of Canon Hason t s paper t o \V'hich 

reference has already been made,3 and was, no doubt, very 

largely inf luenced by it. Even though by the time that this 

resoluti on \vas passed the 1920 Form would not have been 

published, the bishop of the diocese who was president of the 

synod would have known ~mat changes wer€ proposed and could 

have informed the synod of them. The probability is that 

the diocesan synod was aware of the proposed changes for the 

1920 edition and was still unsatisfied by theM. 

Dissatisfaction with the revised rite of 1920 was 

echoed even in the diocese of Grahamsto~~ itself. Fi ve priests 

working in East London, one of the largest to\vns in the 

diocese, sent a joint letter to the Church Chronicle de­

ploring the invocation of 1919/ 20. One of the five was 

Bazeley1 s brother-in- law. This letter begins with the usual 

argument b~sed on the rubric on supplementary consecration . 

l.Cf. i nfra, P• 15'1 
2 . Because the greater part of the papers of the Liturffical 
Comnittee has oisappeared it is impossible to tell how many 
suggestions rrom outsi de were, in fact, r eceived by the 
Committ ee. 
3 . Supr§l. , p . ns-~ 1 '2. 6 



Two portieular pleas were made; f1~st, t~at the 1nvoeat1on 

should be put 1n the •no~l' placo (i.a. berc,ro the words 

ot lnsti tut1on) and socondly that the words 'upon. those thy 

gifts tr~t he may hallow this oblation' should be om1ttea.1 

Apparently the authors ct this lottor had not notieed the 

word •creatures ' or olse wero not offended nt it. 

Gould was qntek to seize upon the absurdity ef 

doser1b1ng the place befo~e the narrative of institution 
t:) 

as the -'normal• place for tho !nvoeat1on.~ Quoting Fortes• 

eue3, he 1ns1etod that the conse~rat1on prayer must be re• 

gal'ded as a whole ~nd that the ort10r mattered little since 

time has no plsce 1n man's worship or tho eternal ooa. 
Bc~eley, too, rushad tc tbe defence or the 1920 form. 

l!is argument 1s ehietly a reiteration or h1a eustonary in· 

torpreto.tion or the Dominieal connand. 'do this '. 4 Dazeloy 

also arruod thnt the R~n r1te and li~2 were tho only two 

~estern rites without an invocation, that the invocation 

was 'normal' throughout tb~ rest of Chr1stendon, and that 

its 'normal t pleeo wus af ter the Institution. This state• 

m<:mt obviously requtros some quol1f1cot1on. Even 1662 con­

tains· n kind ot invocation 1n 'Henr us, o oore1ful Father 

•• •5 nnd even tbo Roman eoncn is not altogether without any 

vestige of an 1nvoeation.6 There are also, on tho othe~ 

handt some non-Roman Western masgcs 1n Which the invocation 
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1s hardly ~o~o developed than in the Rom~ or in 1662.1 

Nevertheless the five pr1osts evontunlly withdrew ' norrnol• 

and substituted ' n tural' tor 1t. 2 This was tho tirot 

skirmish in tbe groat battle or the 1nvoeot1on. lt 10 

significant because the d1sa1dents were priests worlr1ng 

1n the vory diecose in vhich the mcv~ ont !or revision 

hod started, and olso tGcauso there came to tho support 

of the d1ss1dontD tho gre t opponent or the 1919/20 in• 

vocnt1on• Dr John Darragh. 

Darragh was a •man or masterfUl qual1ty; great 

driving power; broad humanity; 1cpat1ont cf rootra1nt, 

yet withal a nan who l"ePt his ~ir1tual life at a h1gh 

levol•.a Ho was tho first rosidont Anglican clergyman 

1n tho now mining town of Johanneoburg and became roetcr 

·or St ~'ary • s Chur<:h there (now tho Joharmesburg Cothodral). 

It was ther that his great work was dono; but it was 

thoro oleo that be found h1rnaelt, in the last yoa.rs ot 

tho n1Dotecntb c ntury, at lo v.erhonds with his b1shop. 4 

He eonttnuod, hcwvcr; to bo rector of St Mn:ry• s unt1l in 

19Cf 'H1s strenuous lifo wore h~ out1 "with a houaohold 

or almost monastic baroness, be had eiven awny every penny 

no possessed" and 1n l9Cf "dear Darrash'' w1th his l""inclly 

voice and big heart, retired on l>onoton. Ito settl d in 

Durban •• t 5 He 'WOUld seem to have been, then, a great 

pastor, o lov#able r. n, and a thoclog1a.n of ooltla obil1ty, 

(he was tho author ot '!bo l1gJUit£SJ,t10Jl 2r tbLFl§flb • 

s.F.c .K. lU21) but lso imperious by nature and a deter• 

o1ned , tenacious. and inturiattn disputant. 



tl32t 

Darragh's ontry into the public dobato about 

tho 1nvocnt1c,n c~ at tho point when tho f'ive East London 

priests bad. ~do their- protest acd Dean Hulme or Bl(;emfon• 

tein, 1n reply, hod oodo his rather weok and I!luddlod attempt 

to oxplatn it awoy.l narrar.h's arnunont2 ac~orda very larro• 

ly vith th.c normal ·~reo torn' approach to the invocnticn of 

1919. He nreues that tho West, 1ncludirg the Angl1con 

Churcht lt'okes tho words ot Inot1tut1on ecnsocr tory, wbilo 

tbe East reeitos t~om h1sto~1eally and without corernonial 

ac.t,, ~akin, t~e epiklesis tho form or eonsoc ot1on. 

Da~ragh 's reason fer classing the Anglican pr~etico sv 

det1D1tely w1th that cr tho Roman Wost roDts strn~ly upon 

tho 1602 rubrics attnchin the manual acts to the vords ot 

Institution. tb1s arg~ont is considored in detail iater3 

and is not entirely satist etery since the 1~62 manual acts 

oro patient of quite onotho~ 1ntorpretnt1on.4 But they woro 

to become tho bael~oono or all Darragh • s argur;ents ag 1nst 

tho 1nvocat1on of 191~. In this• his first ~ubl1c ob3ec­

t1on to 1t Darragh cosertod that. 1n the absence ot cortain 

1~owladgo as to tho torn or words used by our Lord himsolt 

1n consecrating tho first Eucharist, both E3stern and tvost• 

orn foros ouyht to bo pronounced valid. J:.'ut Gould wao, in 

Darragh • s view • tryint to imroao upon the i'r<-vinee sorre 

third forn or consecration• noitho.r ;:: 3tern nor tcstern. 5 

• •• 1n every living liturgy with an rp1cltts1s 1t ne!t"ter 

prceodos nor follows the Ferm of Consecration. l t is tho 

Fcrm ef Conseerot1on. 16 At this po1nt in tho argument the 

public debate was forcibly otopped by the ~ditor or tho 

~al£9D~219 who refused to I>Ublish ony moro lcttoro on the 

subject fo~ a period or six u.onths. In fact, until the 
I J t t F 
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publ1cot1on of tho U3tal petition, for wh1eh this debate 

~ns only n preliminary trial or strength, l~turr1eal af• 

fairs reroatnod rnthar· quietor. ~lis prolireinary, however, 

ia important booause 1 t gives a foretaste of Do.rragh • s 

stoe • or!"'Ut.'er,t, poli!lhod and bolstered up with o ood doal 

ot schola~sh1p in tbe lotor bouts, which ran lika thisJ 

East or West - choose one or tho other. Lither will do for 

thoy h ve ogroed tc d!.rror. But thoro must and enn not be 

any third type. 

1921 was tho yoar of crisis. Darragh organised 

tho clercy or the dioeese or : tal into petit1cn1ng Epis· 

copal Synod aco1nst tho 1nvoont1on of th 1~20 form. Tho 

Synod oot 1n Jobonnosbure 1n JnnuOl'y 1921. It wac tho 

tirst moeting of tho bishops since thoy ha:i issued th re­

Vi$od form or 1920 alcost 1rmod1ntely attor the cession ot 

:rrovineial Synod in t:ovomber 19l!l - ond 1 t was the first 

opportunity the 41ss1donts hnd had for voicing on ot!ie1al 

protest• since the meeting or tba aosessors. That Do:rratit 

was r all7 responsible rcr the petition cannot be doubtod. 

Cn c January 1921 he wrote to Frrre, ' I enclose our peti• 

t1on and tho pamphlet in 3Ust1fication ot the Petition 

Wh~ch tho Co~m1ttee asked QOt as a person fairly conver• 

sant with l1turg1cal literature, to draw up. Tho Corn 1ttee 

ndoptod my d1•art with a tev im!'Jntar1al axnendt'!ents. Unror• 

tunatoly the work had to be done again~t ti~ as a m·~ting 

or Episcopal Synod was irnm1nent.•l The pnt1t1on 1tsolt1 

though pr1ntod, 1s undated and bears no printers' name. 

It has boon poss1b1G to trace only throo ce~ieo of it still 

oxtnnt. Cno 1~ in the minutes cf Episcopal Synod. Cne is 

amen st Bishop Frere•s pap 'l"S at ~·iztf1ald, The third was 

found tn:ongct the bocks and papors of Canon Gould. All 

theso copies include tho oxplan tory pamphlet ~orcrred to 

by Darragh in his lettor to Frere quot d above. Tbe bare 
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text ot tho petition, without the O:!planotory notes• was 

publ1~hed 1n tho £hytch CbtQD~c~n.l The date o! the rarn1ng 

ot thc ·pet1t1o.n is fixed by the·reiorenc~ 1n Darrngn's 

letter quoted abo~e tc tho *coeting or EJiseopal Syncd 1 boing 

•ilT.minen.t• • Synod met in Janu::try l.92lt oc tho work on the 

petition must vc been den !n the last weks or l9~~o. 
Tho copy or the petition inserted 1ntc the minutes ot the 

~ynod 1s Opfosite the pa o dated 10 January 1921. 

ibo pot1t1ton seems to lu\vo bcon the outcr.-c c't 
""~ ot!ieial d1oceso.n business. Tho nccom ::my" C4tlan toJ-y pam-

p!1lcwt1 entitled cggg~g,ra~~. kQQlUlg on ~bg, .. £.ot!.t~on ta 
tng ' lli"QI(Ql. 3m2<1t a·l~pp,g. tp ~bi ·31.('. at B .DC£1

'' tbg Jerj 
Il~~ll&P gf lfu$p.l, 1s in the form or an open letter wi i rea ... ed 

to or Bainou. It is s1encd1 111m tho petition ~t 'Olt, by 

nine clereymen of tht. dioeoso, including Darr-agb himselr, 

w. T. l'"lst .. n~ and Canon u.o.nodson~ After s1gn~tures al?l'l03rs 

a notet 

The Cc~1ttee eonat1tuted subsequently to tho d1seuss1on . 
on thio subjoct t tho recent ClcreJ C<nferenco in ar1t~ 
burg, to carry out your Lordship•.s advice to the Conf­
crenc • 

Prestlr.lo.bly t.ho bishcp had advised tno clergy or the diocese 

to mn c their d19sat1 stnction kuow1l by means c,t a ft.:rmnl 

petition to tho Synod.tt Tho pat1t:1.ton as pr!ntad in tho 

~burch CbtQJtiglg hast after the nine o1gno.turost the words 

•and the Luroroan Clergy 'l't:tth .row exceptions.' ThiJ ..~ar.o 

addition has been mado 1n eant:scr1pt to th . et py or tho pet­

ition toun; amonr.st Gould'e paperv. 

~o petition is sho~t and to tnr. point. It requests 

the bishops of the Province: 

(1) to reconsider the w~rdin~ of bnth Invocations ••• • 

l.Vol.XVIII, p.7 . 
2 . See supra, p. 76 
3 . See supra, p. 117 & infr.a,p .IS' -+ 
A· Ar.ol '"pe.'l'"-'ops .1o..~n~ ~o..s h1ms~\~ Y\anc . Do ho.~p~ o..bout 
~~ -(e...(lse.d '(\t~ . seq_ rr·'~""IO.lf~f-!o. 4- '18 ~ 
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1n the Alt.rnat·ve Fo~ • • • and especially to clear up the 
ambiguity of the new Invocation ••• 
(2)to emphasise the tentative and experimental nature of 
the 1 tost edition or that Form. ( i . e. 102C) 
( 3 ) to bear in ~1nd tho dco1rability of carrying the clergy 
with thoo ••• 
(4)and to ~1g- 1t~ etroets upon the cohesion ot the Eng• 
lish Cbureh. 1 

Tho £gns14it~$&;na attached to th~ petition is a 

lengthy and closely nrgued parephlot decline al~ost entirely 

w1th the first of these tour points nlone. The first part 

or tho pamphlet , thou~ it opens with protestations of 

grat1~do for tho A4t rgattyg fgrm1 is really concrrned to 

stato the differences between I. ast rn an ~ ·~estern Christianity 

1n tbeolo,y of ¢onsocrat1on. No ev1donce 1s alle~ed at this 

po!tit2 to show that t hG East and west do, in tact• adopt the 

r1g1d and unyielding attitude attributed to them by D~rraght 

but he does later, 1n o nota appended to the tcdy or the 

pamp!:lot, list the evidence ror tho •woste:rn use ot the 

words ot Institution as the Form ot Conseerat1on•.3 In 

this note Darragh cites AmbrosG 9 pe 'xstg:119, ~1., Tertull1an, 

AdXa I'a£9UJh IV ,40 (doubtful) , snd Qg "&82lWD~i.§• He quotes 

"' ~e ll'lst of these from Fc.·rtaseue • s tbe fQSG ond goos ~n to 

say, ' The bost brief e~inp up or tho oxtant vidence for 

the nas·tern F:p1elos1s is in F~ther Fc:rtnscuo• s 'J:he I'as11 pp. 

402 • 3. • There follO'\iS a lonp, o~etraot trcm Fortescue 
.. 

ber1nn1ng, •The Invocation ct tho Uoly Ghost is not pr1m1t1ve.• 

Finally Darragh retors t o Oolos1us I , 'rtntus, and lsidore, 

all of ~om, hQ says, •speak or the Holy Spirit as the agent 

in consecration• but g1vo ' no :1nd1cnt1on as to whether the 

nretney o f tn<: Holy Spir:l t was exprosee4 vcrbolly 1..'1 the Otfice 

usoa•.5 Frero was lator t o necuso DaPragh of y1vtnr a m1s• 

leadtrA~ 1mprcss1cn by his bat dl1ng Of theso thrOG ''ostcrn 

w:r1ters, tor Frore mo1nta1ned tbGt Darragh gave a fa.lso, 
••• 
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a deliberately false, evaluation of the evidence for a Wester.m1 

invocation. He had referred t o one of two relevant passages 

fron1 Gelasius, and had ignored the more explicit of the two.l 

He had failed to give the context of Isidore•s reference to 

the Holy Spirit - the Pl:tssage, that is, in '"hich Isidore deals 

,.;i th the post-pridi~ prayer - a context t-Thich probably means 

that Isidore was, in fact, thinking of a formal invocation 

of the Holy Spirit. 2 

The whole of this argument on the Western form of 

consecration, D~rragh placed in a brief appendage t o the 

pamphlet. In the body of thr pamphlet he assumed that there 

uas a f i xed and unquestionable 'Western tradition' to vrhich 

the South African Form adhered. Inevitably Darragh cited the 

'third rubric' as the evidence for assigning the Alternative 

Form to the Western tradition. Undoubtedly this rubric was 

a vreak point in the new rite. Frere himself had criticised 

it and all that the bishops could say in its defence was, 

'Play is made with the rubric about supplementary consecration -

rather for embarrassment - for clearly it is cpen f or us t o 

claim that the short formula is intended to be covered by 

the \rfhole Prayer of Consecration •• u .But to claim that a scarce­

ly necessary rubric aimed at an accidental occurrence is to 
., 

govern the '\-lhole scheme of Consecration is monstrous . tv Dar-

ragh ' s interpretation of the rubric has, however, a long and 

respectable Anglican ancestry,4 and it was inconsistent for 

the bishops to have added the old 1662 invocation to the 

form for su. plementary consecration and not to have added the 

new invocation \<ll'lich they had especially imported into the rite . 

l . Eoth passages from Gclasius \vere quoted in Fortescue - The 
Mass, p.405., so Darragh must hnve Jmo\m then. Dcrraeh quotes 
from Thiel - Epistolae Rorn.anorum Fontificnm,i,p. M2 (but cf. 
~.,i.4f6 whj.ch h e dc>e s not quote .) For Darragh's argument 
see Jasper - Wa1 ter llo\'rard Frere, p. 22l. n. 
2.Jaspcr, op,cit,,p. 221. 
3.~.' p . 214. 
4.See e.g . viEws quoted in Simpson - The Prayer of Consecration, 
pp. 9Ef .. 



tl371 

Ir they oro going to argue that the • third rubr1c t did not 

1n eny woy det1na the •rorm or conseef'nt1on' but was covered 

by tbe wholo o! tho ancphora, thon 1 t vould havo been ot\f't1eient 

to have used the torm tor supplecontory consecration provided 

1n 1662. !bore woe no need to add tho 1662 invocation to 

tna torm, For 1t cannot be areued thot tho bishops wo.re 

simply continuing to use tht:! old. form or 1602. ln tho w• 
wsscA [QtQ ot l9lf they bAd dono just that, and the 1602 

rubric WQS printed exactly o 1t bad beG1'l.1 But 1n l9l9t 1n 

the first o't9£DCt'Ji tot;, tho b1ohops deliberately ehar,go4 

the rubric. First~ thoy mado· it obli&:ratory to recr.nseeratol 

1n both ~inds. Secondly,thoy added the rirst invocation to 

the words to tQ used. It cannot bo said thot what ~loy did 

was an o.ccidertt, or due to o slip of the rcot- Jtoader's eyo. 

they 1ntunttonally changed the 1662 torm tor supplementary 

consecration, addlng to it tho tust (tho let62) 1nvr...c~t1cmt 

but not the ooeondt new ono, and 1n doin so they cut tho 

ground from under their OWft foot. Evan moro extracrdinary 

than the· bishops' :lncono1otene,y 1n this tiatter, 1o tha fact 

that 110 one soOL'l$ to have noticod thot it was inconsiatont. 

or all tho peoplo· wno crit1e1sod tho naw rub~ict not one 

remarked that 1t was odd to use tho old invocation and yet 

not use the now ono. t-rGs~ably those ~o er1tic1sad tho 

new form from tho t·;estorn point ot viow tt'hored the 1ncons1s• 

toney t.ecause thoy wj.shcd to 1ns1at that the lli&:aa ot . In=tl~­

~t~Qg o19DA vore consecratory, for tha1r nret~ nt wns equally 

incons~etont. When D~rrogh scupht to prove by reteronco to 

the t th1~d rubric ' th t tho words ct lnstitt"~tion wette the 

only ooeential torm cf consecration• What ho was roally provtng 

WGS that tho invoeotion ' l!ear us, 0 moreitul Fsthor' was 

s1o1larly indispens&blc. 
I. Jee iira. P• ' 1 , 1 i . . • . , i , • 

2.Str1~spoa~~Ft of eo· · se, there enn bo no question or 
•reeonoccrnt1on', sanee tb1s to not a nutter or ropootina 
the tom over elerJents thot hod alroaf.ly boan ccnsocrated. But 
tho vzord is convenient, ond oe often used 1n tho decumento of 
tho title, and the rroro correct alternative 1o aonatirr.cs too 
elt»::!sy to uso. 
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Having attomptGd thus to provo that the A~t:£Dqt1!Q 

form belongod rimly 1n the Western tradition, Dar.r ~h next 

waroed to h1s tasl~ ot donl!J;lr t.\1 th the 1nV{'Cnt1<m., 'Ow 
. . 

objeet1on 1s not ~ an ep1elos1s as such, !o~ no known lit• 

urgy is without on ep1clos1s or somo aort ••• • but the 'second 

epiclcs1e ••• ignores and obscuros the existing op1cles1s 
. . 

1n the Prayer of Consecration.• Hith ~omploto irrelevance 

Darragh devotes a part or h1a pomp· let to pro~1ng that 

•tnvoeat1cn or the Holy Sp!r1t1 does not oean 'invocation 

ddressod to the ·:oly Sp1r1t•.1 As this p 1nt vas novor nt 

1osue 1n · the Wholo of tile e o·ntrov(t!'SYt 1t con satoly bo 1enorod 

here. Roturn1nR to the matn theme or his argument Darragh 

po1nts out thot tho scottish and Atlerieon ritos have dropped 

tno •tirst opiclos1s' ond that 1ts retention in tho South 

African form 1G one or the causes of the obse, ~r1ty aDd 1llcg• 

1eelity of tho now anapbora.2 Cbv1ou~ly it would be nonsenso 

to have twc ror nl 1nvoeations or the llcly Spirit in the 

course ot one anaphora,3but the So ·tb !rriean pr~yer has not 

dcne tbnt. If Dorraeh coant that tbo pr yer baa •t~o op1ole• 

sea' in the sense that lt has two pray~rs aSk1n the Father 

tor socc spoelal giftt than thnt is obviously true • but ono 

can soo little harm in tbat. As ~errogb's f vou:1to, Fo~toscue1 

hns sa1dt invocations ar. to be found 'aenttorou ti"..l'oughout 

various litur 1oa both within and often before tb.a Consecration 

prayor.•5 

• . t PP• • • 
~.A s ar po t oacinut tho South fr1ean r1to has latoly 
boen mode by the resont Dean ot Goer e (seo iDfzAt p.ta~ ) 
who hao elegnntly said that bcoauso 1t 'hao twOI,ii!clesoa' 
the rite bas o pronouneod 's~ell ot tbe 1020*at. 
a.ct.•It is hardly possible to pray tw1eo·f~t:·i tor the 
sat"e crue1ol di)scont or the Holy Gpil'i)t. ' e zmarm .. ~Alii. ont, ~rd•s ~PGg£ (-ng, Trans.), p.62. · 
4.~o~oscuc s quoted altop$thor about holt~a•dozen ttmee 1n 
th pamphlet. Darragh lator excused his frequent uao ot him 
by s )'1ng 1 ThC" local apologists for the "AltGrno.tiv Form" kopt 
on soying, "Oh, you h"VO only to rend Fortescue and you will 
bo4") convinced that 1t is all right."• (Jaspor.:aoJ.Sau: ll2KI£St Fc:erg, 
p .c::25.) 
6,Fortcscue • lbl !fQUt p,404, 
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It io poss1ble to detect• n Liot2 ann h: a dotectod, 

o larte nur:oor or such 1nvooet1ono in the Rooan rite. Lietz• 

mnnn argued thot l~ i£itur ls •or the well-~rnow typo ot 

those Gallicon ap1cleses 1n 'Which the petition tor tbo a.ccop• 

tenee of tho offo.r:J.ng 1s ecnnoctad with tho blo~us1ng or 1t ••• 

h~vin originally the character or on ortcrtorr••l· that 

G.ns ifi~ 1s • ~ ano1ent orr~rtory prayer and hns 1ts 

parallels in Oallicon and !:oznrabie ep1elesedJ2 that .. ·iliMillio._ 

QblPt,pngm 1s an ep1cl !Jis or the tJpe ' 1n w1oh the blessing 

or the g1ftc is ~ought tirot, the potttion for tbe outpouring 

or tb(! Holy Spirit upon tho g1rto oecurl'lng 1n the socond 

plueo.•t3 and that SUPDfiQCQ ~possesses ' th normal tore• 

inntien of the op1clcs1s ••••• 1n Eost and Wost.•4 

Cirlot has also argued that the early Church pro~bly 

u~od tho t rm 1 p1cles1s* tG describe tha whole prayer ot . 
c~nsecrat1on.6 lt ho 1s correct 1n this, then the ~~re par• 

tieular 1nVQCat1ons 1th1n tho prsyor ttay ta1rly bG considered 

ns sm::m1ng up the 1nton~1on of tbe vhol vroyer at various 

intervals. 1.'1\ourh 1 t may bG tmtidy to sun up in this way 

t.w1cc in the ecuroe or the pr yer t 1 t can hordly be condonmod 

ns wrcng1 and 1t will ~c:1 apparent 1 tor that tho Sout b 

htr1eon bishOJl!l ore, indood, c ... ncerned with th coan1ng 

or the \vn~.:lc ~royor, ond net with any no part or 1t.G 1b 

~c~l ~eaknesa in tbe bishops ' case t this point !BG that 

they hnd laid so mueh str~sa on tho grQot g 1ns 1n loe1ca11ty 

1n tho new rite end in the on pborn in particular. 1'1\oy 

cloin:od, fer inst nee, that th now arron cmer1t uade ' the 

sorv1ce ~ory much ecs1or cr· oxplannt1on to Cont1r~at1on Coniid• 

otes and oth ~ vroparing ror Commun1cn.•7 Cnce they had made 

such 1 rga elnbs; it was eosy to cr1t1cise tham. In tho cause 

i . t!otmr - ::~;; iQa: i.o£a~ i Siiiifiii, (l.iie.!r. ); p.M. 2·- ·»· 97. , . · • • p. 97 and or. p. 79. 
4.. , p. 9S. 
t:J • ; 1r Ot • DJS? ,AEl¥ })ll$;bGl'Q~, Ptt l94. 
G. :ee ii;!8• PP• !Sol. 7. Ao ~ ~l~ FQtm ot;. <l919) ,p. n. 
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of logic an: simplicity they eight h3ve bocn bettor adv1o d 

t~ o~1t tbo ' tirot op1clos1s ' and eoncentrata upon the seeon4J 
. . 

but they ean hol'dly ba said to be wrong ror having loft 1t 

1n. No doubt theitt eh1or reason for de 1n so ws to rotnin 

as mueh as poos1blo or 1652 intact, 

Darragh t s nm-;t point in ~c·ul&sls:lat1£DI was a elasa• 

1t1co.t1on of ouch~1st1c opiel ses into thttee t ypos. lbo 

first type is that cf tho Eastern 11turc1es. 1bero 1s n '- thing 

to be oa1d about tb1o port of the prcrhlot savo thot it ought 

to bo pointed out thnt tho vory p ssago Which n~rragh quotes 

tc establish that the Enatern th~ology ot oonsecratton makes 

tho op1clos1 tho to~ and moment ot consecr tion, 1t~elt 

considerably modifies tho rigidity Which he attributes to 

1t. 

• • • 1 t will bo soon [says Darror.h • s source] tbat the Words 
of the Uoviour • •••• which the !'inisto.._ uttol'a s h. points 
to th snered rifts, and tho e 111n~ tor the Holy Ghost 
over

1
tbe e1tts• constitute a s1nt.lot undivided continuous 

net. 

!ho.ro r-eally 1s nuthiftr 1n this quotation to support tho 41v• 

1s1on ot Eaat and \;est 1nt<; tuo 1rroconcilablo schools of 

thoueht ooeh ~r1rm1ne o quite dirterc~t •moment of c~oac• 

ration • • wo hava yot somEhow • agreed to ditfor ' • No doubt 

the Eaet and Wast do differ. No doubt tbc· "-~nst doos eonaidos­

t he invocation as tho supremo ~ont or the e nocerot1on. 

But this QUotation ~howo that tb Eootorn eone~ntrat1on upon 

the 1nvcoation 1o not one which e!~ludos the narrative or 
tha 1natitut1cn trom the 'form ot eon~ocroti"n' • 

Darragh' s second typo or invocation is the \ios•.ern 

one ''wnlch l)l"eeodos tho conaocra tion: The South African 

torm, he says, is manifestly dittoront rrot this type1 ' 1t 

only by roQoon or its position' , 

Th<: th.ird typ.o or invocation 1s d1mn1nsod 1n 3 tew 

words. 

In frogmont:l or sor:..o ···1 s~rn L1 turf'!ios an o J, 1olesis 1s 
so~ct1. os found after t" Consoernt1on !rayor, o.roaling 
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to t!lCl Fo.thor to ccec.rt the consoeratcd el<!JrJOtlts as o. 
~ali~ uch~r1st, n~ to coke 1t vn1lablo tcr the eor.m­
un1cants. 1 

The Sout.b I f'r1ean 1nve;cation, the 1 mph let arauas, 

1!: no-c or the Eostorn type beoauso tho 'th~.rd rubric • dotinos 

the vrordo or In t1tut1on aa oasential rer conscerat1cn. I~­

the invocation 1s not 1toelt to be rc ~orded os consccrato.,-, 

so Darroch's 3rgum nt runs, then it cannot be ot the Eastorn 

ty e and ~ust, thereroro, bo on of tho w otorn 'Varieti s. 

But as n Hestarn 1nvoo tion it is Ull$atistacto.ry, because it 

t~ovs doubt on th v~l1d1ty or th6 ctnsoernti~n ~l1eh, in 

h1s v1ow, hos olroody t:oen e :foeto-1 by ~:ho word of lnst1t\lt1on. 

Do.rrach arguos tiat to uzo the woJtd •croaturod 1r. the tvc 

1nvooatf.ono io to su.reost thnt the elon·onts ro :tn the salle 

otato ortor ~~o narrnt1Ue as before it. lnstoad or urow1ng 

t~ .c ol'N1o'ut; conclusion • thnt t..he bishopn might have done 

tb1!j delibernt~l~t SO OS to destroy MY poss1bil1.ty of Q par­

t1culo.r part. of th proyozt be in"' re udod os 1.:: ne otf'cotive • 

Darragh continuos to hold to th n~rrowly Roeao view on m1eht 

1ndced1 the ,,:bol sr uxccmt or the p pblet dcponds. ln this . 

view the invooot1cn muot be noar blas hct~. 

To reduce the suc r.estion or blasphemy and to streng~ 

then tho t · C$tor.n1 i nterprotation of tho rrayer Dcrragh dosirod 

that tho r:trr;t 1nvocnt1cn h.ould be amended and rendor d. loss 

bieuotw. Ho suenosts thct *H ar us, etc.• sh~uld be roeoet 

i n tho rorm used in the Seottish l)rayor- Book ot 10~7 or 1n 

"Binbop Ooro •s •A P.rnyer Book R v1soa• (pJJ.H':· • fl)"• 

St!'ictly spoalriug A r;:oxgr '§ggl~ ,~oy1&d wac not 

' Eishop Gore ' s '; ~~our.h the biobop e ntributed n foreword 

to 1t. It was an anonymous '\olOl'k; but lf'ltter t und crno.ng 

Canon Gould ' s papers helps to o•pl 1n 1to uthors~1p nnd 

t~e ro~ ot L~voeat1on used in it. 



Deer r~r Coulct, 
Thcn~you very uuch for sending m~ the p~ph• 

lot on tn- liturry. lt is rort useful. ~nJ :'ull r goC'd 
otur.r. 

~r5:n~~:; igf:~ ~d£~s~~~ ;:;n::i<-i~~ie!: :~t~o 
SO.'"'.c :tu'bj1'.Jct. ThO'! tho lettor ·C<'ntinu,s.J 

Dy tho vay, I are the ~utnor or ' A r~syor Beo~ novisod'L and 
I quite cgrae w1tn what you say about the L~iklosia. ~e 
form used waa protorrod bs.t tho D1shop1 · 1nly n:J not ln• 
volv:lne too v1olont a chnnsot and by l1r1ghtman, on the 
erounJ tho.t it of'to.rod n roconcilintiOD botwan East end 
w·ast. Drightr . .an takoa the viaw that both Rctnon nrd. ~astom 
h'lVO a richt. to their own v1ewst end t!'tot \fO our,ht not to 
teh3 aides. E· · t l asr~o thll t tho Epikleo1G had bettor be 
1n tho r1eht place. 

If ;vcu aver publioo a oeconJ edition, you eon soy that 
the Editor of 1A t'raycr Boot Raviaod1 is qttita \dll1ng tor 
tho Lpilrlosis to be placed uhoro you bavo Plt'leed it. 

'i'1'w lotter 1s signed b1 J>orcy Dcarmor. Gould had mcnt · ono4 

A, .f.Ci!XSiJ!, .F.29:; ~~u&iiQ.I in tbc third or hi a· o.ppendicos to 

~I:SlfOiiQJ-11 he hod g:l.voD hie reason$ 1'v~ prerorring not to 

adopt the kind ·Of invocation tbnt Deeft]Or bad proposed in that 

book. D~armor' s .reca.tti':s oro c roply to Q()Uld 1 a crt t1cism&• 

Tbaro is no way or tollin8 whcthor Gould over usod this lottor 

fr-om Dearaor to nnswoxt Dor"rngh • a · Uttt;J:ont. Cortilin11t there 

,.,as nr:vor- e soeond edition of L;rgwalia 

Rotu:n1ng again to tho Ug't..lm('nt ot ~li:Ct 1rlUat19DI! .. 

Dorraf!h 1 s next eoncc.rn 1o to sho\1 thot the South A "'rieon inVOC• 

ot!o.n i!> bt.toed on that of tho Scoi:tinh r~· te. ln~at:t tho 

s!nilor1t~ 1o limited u the ~tol'ds 'thy 11oly ~lp1r1t upcn 

uc nnd upon tboso thy e1tts ' 'Which opJ.'<lar in both rites,. 

Dnrrt.l.fb • a eaoo tba t tho ono -deponde on the othor ia a V<J'tf 

t'!1ft1eul t cno "'o renintain. 1b43 South J\fr!et.m 1nvc-ent:lon waa 

reoll·: o compon1to thing, drawn f'rom mo.,."}y acurocs1 wld, o.t 

looat pQrtlYt suggested by frore.l But Dar~oeh 1c dote~inod 

to s~;;o tho Soutb hfricnn invocation ao n dcr1vo.t1.vo or tbe 

Ccott1nh; and the Scr:ttisbt 1toelt, as a thin,· ct little worth. 

· no devotes three pages of tho J,)amphlet and a lonl addit1oncl 

nota to invective Which hoaps acorn upon the tore, histo~y, 
I'.Joo' -~~ ' .tP~ qs-· ·;·· ............... ~ .. , ..... ,, ... , '• - ,, ....... ' IIIII 11]1 IC1•t 
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nnd par nt:1go or the Scottish 11 turgy. Th ra r ally 1G no 

othor .;ay to describe this extr ordin !'7 ... d rotuitou polemic. 

Tho loot J;ar grorAl ot D rr eh' s ocldi ti<.1nCll ncto i:J typical. 

Thu!l uo ean see that tho contttal nd vitnl p rt o.~. the 
~lt rnntive ""'om is ttteealled on o 1te1 whicl' it.selt 1o 
dor1vcd rr m tbe morJ.bun•i Cor,..union ort·:!.co of o s 11 
:-:n~l1ah Sect! tl0\'1 c.::xti~t. ( i . e - the ~~on-J·m.•oro) 'l'hat 
C.ffic 1 nc t hor ~· .. stem1 nor Ucetern, ·nor G ll1ean, nor 
LaUd tan, but 1o fro..'1l·lyt U! 1 ts stronrth ot:- 1 ts we~lmoss1 
Q cnaracte~istic pr~lue o: tho ~1 hteenth century. It i s 
·;it~ extre::lo rolucto.nee thc.t th· dar..ac1n8 facts ro ardin 
tho sourco of the soconJ L 1elesis 1n the Altorn~tive Fore 
aro hera set rorth. It is n~ plc ~ur to opy out the naked• 
nG:Js or the 1 nd. But wbGn corto.1n t oturos of tho Scottish 
Litt~gy ore orrar d s su6fie1~nt justi 1cat1on tor 11ture• 
io3l occentr1c1t1es, i t 1s neeessory to cnquiro e retullJ 
intc 1 t!) o.rigins. 1. 

Those aerocatory O:lCClamat1ons drow down upon D r <agh tho 

·.,."l'o.th or cnr·y Scctt1sh olereymen. Cno or th se ms A.P. F • 

. rsktne ~mo had carli r conde~~ed ths a~uth African anaphora 

os •to say the lo st, a trNSt l ontnblc b thon, t'b:ta A~W~~M& 

rtiftin"' of .ast upon .ostt eoo1nc rtor the ~ug ratting 

of tho cott1sh Oftico. t2 Ersldne continnt1d to D~P thiae 

w· t h th fr~ ro or tn~ ... tnl pet1t1(1n but be nou, novor-tho• 

1 "~se, stronrly l'<lscntecl n.d attcmp~d to .rebut t e cri t ·c~.ooo 

that r.sma21c:rmt~ ovollod at tho Deetttish 1 ..; turgy. a 1ho 

dean of St 1\...~Jrow • n, with a ·lO'\~tOz- nn·3 moro Gte toly wtath, 

also rebu'tcd. Darrngh for hin ruuctlass. 4 

A eomp r1flon of tho wo !nvce ti<l~S t th $c ttish 

and the South !U.'r:!.can, ahova q 1tc plainly tb t th ro 1a 

nc ev~donco upon whteh Dar ogh c~ould b $ h!s e1~~ .. :1 thnt tho 

South Afr1eon fo~ s virt lly dor1vod from th Se~ttish. 

And, in r-et, in the tcec r Scottish ongPr, D!.U"l" b bad to 

withdr w 11 hi~ eolu~n1oc on tbo Sc·.tt1ah r1te, hi.s crtic• 

i!tm~ o: tho loarn1ne or tho Soottts· bishops, and t 1e ottompt 

to dorivc the South A£r1con invocation from th ~~ott1sh. 

B!! eontcntod hiosol.t ~ 1th foll1n back on tho s tor, 1t un­

o.r1n1nalt er' ont t..'lat .r~ tine b. ~1 alrondf used; n~ely that 
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the Scottish 11tur 7 vas t .. uo, the South Atricon a false, 

eroft or E ot upon , eot.l his wo.s C1 ..;cry { ittor r t th1ue 

rcl!! h1o originnl contention ti ot t.h South A.'r1Cilll 1nvocot1on 

· wa.s bad ~ccus tho scottish vas wvrao. ~. o orgu::1ont from 

tite -.K!o-ctis~• .rite of lOlB stood tovealecl as un unsavcm-y rs4 

wrr1n.a. 

A root pnrt or the Cgnu~siDEwt~'a&D21a votod to 

~i uttcr.:r~t to U$0 tho r:a.~ l octt> of lGG2 no a . a~ or inter• 

pr tin tbo t·cologl or consccrot1on 1ohe~ant in th prayer 

itsolf. l t wo D:lrrnr,h'c contention tluit tho E .. sterns attach• 

ad no Ct'rc on1 1 to tho rcc 1 tal or tho Jorc::s ot lr1sti tut1on
1 

'dherooa the _,l,1l~l~a1s wno t.roated ccro , · n1ally os the tll<ll.1ont 

(I~ erotLt itlPCl,.tauco. Tho l oot part of thir& otatcocrlt 1s truo, 

ur couroc , .d l'"CY be od.tl1ttod witncut 1\\l"tt'tar at-g~lent. But 

Darragh proceeded to el ·1m that the ;ual cto 1 t~~en ovor 
into tlla Sou"h f.'l•1cQft r1to ot 1919 trc tho .AJol: er 1602; 

carl~ the orda ot lrmtitut1on as the me ... nt of con~e~ration 

:.;1s:cG= they :..twch the o!llY cormzon!"'l lo.id doun by rubric 

"o th · t po~t o£ tho proyo r. It is obvicuF tbot nc ct!romc,nial 

ia, b~· rubric , cttQehod tc the invc.cct!on or th 1019 rite., 

The 1nvoe~t1on is oleo, u.t. IJarrugh c~ntcndoa, vc~y l.ilUCb lese 

dctinitol.y :ordcd thn11 tho ... · atorn type.a tlut io 1t truo 

t~~ot the n:onunl aet:s ot 1662, st 11 nttaebcd 'by rubric t.o 

the ¥-:crds of Ir•stitution 1n the Gouth .frican ritot are cere• 

~on131 evidet~o that t heac rds QlQPQ are t~ be regarded as 

consocratorrs ~von tho toston: litur ios @o not ectlpl otoly 

without •r.an'-lol acts• at this fJOint . !,, tho Littl1"S1 or s. 
t;hl'Ytivttotl th so ccto aro pl)rr .rrood by the deacon c:nd 11ot 

by tho pr .... ost; but tho doacon porrorms the same ct::~ again 
it 

ot th :t.nvoo t1on. In s .Jo:mos the pr O(Jt ic 1n truetcd to 

•t.otre• at the n rat1vo of th: institution~ j\1at as be 18 

l. ' t o • .. t PP• 
2. 1 o , n~.?t, « 10 ~12. 
~.-J!AI'r e v s on gl1oh tr nslat1on of th 1nvccnt1on of 
ctc:.r.Ysostcm wit~out c1t1na n source .. b· .t ooe rishtren •j,UJ~· 
~~&..JQ l!o~grp.. ., ; .. ~m1 Vol • .A. t pp.~:r.1r. 
_. QOe o•'h :;r1gn t .l.Q!hSiit• 
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in the Anglican rites. 1 The Roman rite has only ~NO manual 

acts at the \<TOrds of Institution - ' taki.."lg' and 'signing with 

the cross'. The only manual act that 1662 shares with the 

Roman rite ('\·lhich Darragh used as the norm f or thE? 'Western 

tradition ') is one which it also shares with the Eastern 

liturgy of S. James. The real ceremonial difference between 

the East and Rome is that the signing of the elements and the 

prostration before them comes, in the one case at the invoc­

ation, in the other, at the words of Institution . Neither 

prostration nor signing is enjoined by the rubrics of the 

Book of Common ~rayer. The direction to 'take' in the Book 

of 1662 was probably one of the features which that book 

inherited from the Scottish Prayer Book of 1637, and it is 

likely that the ancestry of the Scobtish book is t o be traced 

through the Scottish bishops of the time t o the Book of Com­

mon Order, John Knox, and Calvin, rather th~l through Laud 

c~d the Prayer Book of 1549, t o the medieval Latin rites.2 

There is not rn~ch ground f or the belief that the rubric which 

directs the priest to 'take' ( the only act 1662 shares with 

the Rom~1 rite) was put into the B.c.P. to enshrine the Roman 

theory of consecration. Certainly it is true that at least 

one of the manual acts of 1662, the direction to 'break• , 

was introduced as a result of the representations made by 

the puritans at the Savoy Co~ference . 3 It is not clear where 

th€ direction 'to lay hands upon ' came from, but it was not 

the Roman rite . All in all, it is not easy t o prove that the 

revisers of 1661 intended the manual acts t o indicate that 

the wcrds of Institution, and these words alone, constituted 

the ' f orm of consecration ' ; to argue from ceremonial, s ome 

of vmich is not fixed by rubric but is simply traditional, 

I:"B'rightman,-Liturgies Eastern & ·:·estern, pp. blf. & Gummey -
The Consecra.tion of the Eucher ist, pp . 70f. 
2.Donal6.son - The Naking of the Scottish Pra.yer Book of 1637, 
p. l3 & pp. 68ff. 
3.Parker - Intoduction to the Revisions of tb.e B.C.P,,p. lxxvii, 
& Cardwell's Conferences, (3rrl.Ed, ) , p. 32l. 
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seems highly unsatisfactory. 

Darragh also ar~ued that the Americans, whose rite 

contains an invocation aft er the words of Institution, 'genu­

flect and elevate at the Words of Institution (vide Dr. Dear­

mer ' s Art of Public Worship, p.l05.n.) shewing thnt they 

regard the Consecration as already effected ••• ,l Dearrner 's 

note, in fact, reads, 'It is quite surprising, for instance, 

in America, to find priests who genuflect and elevate at the 

Words of Institution, as if there were no other theory of 

Consecration than the Roman, and the plain words of the 

American anaphora had no meaning whatever.• 2 Dr Gummey's 

Consecration of the Eucharist, already several times referred 

to, is an American work devoted to showing that the invocation 

is the ~ rorm of consecration' in the American rite, so it is 

clear that there are some Americans, at least, who do not 

fall within Darragh's judgement that 'in practice ••• they 

tal·~e the ·Invocation • • • • in something of a Gallic an sense. '3 

Two other points from the Considerations need to 

be particularly noted. First Darragh argued that the time­

lessness of eternity is no excuse for illogicality in the 

arrangement of a rite. There we ~e · those who argued that 

consecration was a timeless act and that the order of the 

parts of the anaphora was not important. 4 Darragh rightly 

retorted that, if that were so, and the order of the parts 

did not matter, 'what becomes o:f the talk of "disJ. ocati on"in our 

1. Considerations, p.l2. 
2. Dearmer - Art of Eublic Worship, loc,cit.; the practice of 
the revisers of the South African rite and o:f other clergymen 
closely associated with them, was to eenuflect once at the 

end of the narrative of the institution, once after the in­
vocation, and once at the end of the prayer. At l east one 
South African bishop at the present time (1957) neither ele­
vates nor genuflects at the institution, but genuflects after 
the invocation. Most South African priests,however, probably 
elevate and genuflect as directed in the Roman missal . 
3, Cons iderations, p,l2, 
4 . cr. Gould's use of Fortescue in this connection, supra,p. 
This must have been one of the cases Darragh referred to when 
justifying his \large' use of Fortescue .(See supra,p,138'.n. ). Frere 
had said~The only original part of Fortescue is his mistakes. •, 
a dicttun he must have enjoyed since he repeated it. See 
Jasper - Walter Howard Frere, pp, 218, 220, & 225. 
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Prayer Dook Service, nd th ele1o t hat r~v~ sion 1o tor the 

pt~pose of ramedy1ng thnt dislocat1on?1l Eut D~troth ontiraly 

1pnoros the fact that tho placing of the inv: eat!on aft oP 

the worda of lnst1 tution hos a logic or 1 ts own s1rlco the 

plnee of tho invocoticn is probably rixod by the 1daa ot 

t~cnteeost at tho eno of the onamnosis• 2 1'ho oth.or point 

to bo notod iE! tbnt Dorraeh argUes that the Gall1can ano.rhoras 

afford no preeadont tor the South t • .rr1can rita, oiftco thoy 

are var1ablo• Obviously, Darragh argues, what 1s an GSficnt1o.l 

part ot the prayor could not be virtunll.y or.#ittod on one 

day and bo ·included on onotbor. This ar(nm!Ont has a con• 

.v1nc1ng r1nr, and no ,Joubt it· carried eonviet1on to cony 

whc wore doubtful a 'bout t.~e rovised r1 te. lts val.idi ty 

depends ontbcly, hO\IaVOStt upon the v!ow :>arra.Q'h tal"es of 

the history of tb Gnll1can tlQsaoa. lt 1s true that oo..tro 

of tho later non• riot!lnn \:entcrn t"fHf$GS huVO !nVCi!ntions· SO 

vague as sooet1n•s hardlY. to· be ·nvoca.tions Dt oll, 3 bUt 

ono night woll prater to hold t with w. c . B1$hop, •thnt the 

1nvceat1on [1n those cosos1 has boon tm1ttled away and finally 

diaearded under the influence ot !.l doctrinal preposseso1on.•4 

For n eonwon1cnt s~ry of the ore~ont ot the 

pnmpl1let it ~ny be as well to r ive n soJt'1es or quotsnt:l.ons 

tro . Darragh 1 a ow stt:'!.!'linV up. 

fo sun up • 1r it 1s desirad to diseord the ~ ·cstr-rn t!Othod 
or eonsocrat1on r:tnd altor t the r..astero usngot let us have 
tho reol thing,. ~vaop away from the W(>rds ot lr.st1 t ut1on 
tho traditional corernonial {i . e. tba oanunl eets] or tho 
~Jest , anu lot tbetl bo ree1tcd b1etor1e lly, as they o.ro 1n 
EGotGrn 1.1 turg1 s , and then let tho Cc1nsoc~ation tollow 

-Using tho genuine Spielasis of tho tast 1n 1ts anciont form. 
It wo are n.ot prepared to do that, l ot ~s cease to talk 
ot followine the F.~stern trouit1on •••••••••••••• 

AgG!n it we wish to add to ou.,.. ox1stin eJ)!.clec1s • 'Hear 
us , o merciful Father- ' • n post•con&eero.t 1on opi.elasis 
attor the ranner ot soce Galliean Massaet a aenutn.e ono 
would surely be better than o codc-rn 1o1tnt1on ••••• 
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Sut va would venture to submit •• •• that tho revival amongot 
us of rcaturoo tal~en from L1turgieG l~ng oxtinct, should 
be done with oxtrece caution ••••• 

'l'he Home Church bas had the ae-v1a1on or thG r ray<..r !took 1n 
hand tor n doz n yoorsl w1th tho advantQ~o ct a scholar• 
ship to · hlch we in th s rrovincc eonnot pretend, including 
that of the cc1flent l1ttagiolog1ots Drightco.n, Frorc and 
w.c. Dishop. It is suroly v~rthy of nrto that they hevo 
left the Consoerat1cn Prayer untouchodl except thot the 1 Prayer o~ . ~blot1on is to be usad ~.~d atoly ntt~~ it •• • 

It is interoatinp, to note that when Bishop heard 

what Darr h hnd aid bott him he wrotE. to Gould, 

'My most fixod ides 1s th ~t th<' i.nvoeotion should co~ a ltto£ 
tho narrative of the institution, and if the idoa bas gono 
torth tbnt I ~ 1n favour or th invocation eor.:tin~ tift't 
tho institution, I obould

2
bo obliged to you to contra c 

it as widoly oo ~o~s1blo. 

Frere ' s v1ew as to the pos1t1on or the 1nvocat1cn ngreedt of 

eoU!.'so , with that or Bishop, and ho m do 1t el ear to Darragh 

th t it did so. s Brightman, alone, m1, ht be thouch.t to be 

moro syapetbot1e to Porragh' o argument. .1hcn bishop Nash 

wroto to ocl1c1t Froro ' s belp o einst Dnrrngh' s eriticiama 
' . 

ot the 1920 ~or~ ho sa1d1 ' Darragh nos writton to F.r.Br1r.ht• 

r:mn and eot him to curse us. Put the sm:2a F . E. B. so.1d to mo • 

for I aent hitt a copy - "It's oll rightn. But he so rna to 

hove boon tmpressod by t~e Supplemontary Conuoe~ation argu• 

r.an. t4 Untortunotely no1 ther tri htrr.n.n 1 s ~urse• nor his 

earlier, rnthor grudgtng opproval, have survived. There to· 

reas()n to suppose that Brightman' s ear11o.tt v1ews v re not 

so critical or the sort of inv cation that was included 1ft 

the Altarnot1yg fo~ or 19ln/l920. 6 It 1o qually Claar that 

bin v1owa did later h~:don a~a1nst such nn tnvoeation - and 

porhapa Dnrrath ' s oPr.ument w·s p rtly responsible, na Naoh 

oug«ested • tor by 1987 B~1r,htMan was writing, 

thero 1o no real contrcst batvoon prayer [i.e. 1nvocnt1on) 
and tho reeital [ot tho nr rrot1ve ot institution] s1nco 

• , PP• 2 • -
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the reeittJ.l 1s part or a continuous prayer and is itaolt 
(nrplie1 tly ad.drossed to the ~tornal Fo.tbe!t .... • ,And 1n4eod 
tbe rccit 1 o1 bt be said to represont ·a higher type or 
prayor tbaD s petition for tho eom1bg or. tho Uoly Ohost, 
oinee it stmply1 sc to opcakll is th situation tore 
God tor Him to ao wet Ho w1 1. 

. . 
In the sam art1ele Bri htman oscribod the 1n~ceat1on ot t hG 

proposod Enrl1oh rite or 1927 as bo1nr. by 1 tr position •a 

gPntultous cl rarture rron our trodit1 •. He also wot , 

!his Invocation or 1649 ••• is Western 1n ita ~olo sub­
stance ••• the ord r of 1549 is, to say t o least ot it, 
wolly dei'enstbl t and gives ua nll we...,nEe4 dosiro VS.tbout 
ll21Y dopartur fro ~oatcrn proeedont. cr:. 

Br1gh.tt:on DOltoo no refe~cnee to tho ir.voeat1<>n ot tho South 

African r1te 1n this particular artielo, ~d we have no direct 

t.Gonc of rncwtna ~ot bio rooet"on ' to it was, 1n tiO meny rdlt 

·but these oxtrocts m."lko 1t cloar that hio genoral ttitude 

wae ' no l~ne~r that tho 1nvocot1on ohould c w b to~o the 

\10l'do of Itlst1tut1on causo 'we ought not to talro s14oD;3 but 

because u oueht very dQf!nitsly to tat~e tho 'Wostorn' sid.o. 
' 

Br1entman did, in tho courso or the art1elo quoted obo1i" , 

rofer to tho South African anaphora 1n ordo~ to er1tic4so 

1ts 1nclua1oD of tho Lord's Jrayor under the gonoral hoodtns 

or mE CON.SE~ATicJN. Gt' amso he 414 not t:Ontion 1ts no doubt 

beenusc by that tice tho South Atricon 1nvocat1on rad on 

or..tlseulo.ted ot1a thotto was nc.. noo4 tor eorrmant. 

To return to Darragh's c;gp;agr~\i9DIJ it is clear 

that his oramnent dorJends upon two tundat!l<mtal assumrt:to:ns• 

first, tbat both E stem anti Woot.,rn theories cr conl3oera.tioll 

ero •or oeumon1col ollovoneo• and •are catholic• • but that 

horo 1a no otnor pons1bla •cat,oltc• tbeorya4 and oocondly 

tb.o.t tho tntmuol acts and tho • third 1"Ubr1c • p~ov that th 

South Afrieon r1to embod1ac the •wootern' tbeory.5 'lh bishops 
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Who had framed tho rite, did not want to specify 3ny 

'moment of consecration• . ~lo.sh, a member ot the Liturgical 

Comr:.1 tte , wrote to Frere in thes<a tonne about the notorious 

rubricj •clearly it is open ror us to claim that the short 

formula allowed is intended to bo covered by the Whole 

prayor or conseeret1on•.1 The biShops as a Whole confirmed 

th1~ lator, saytng; 

'• •• they (1.•-h the bishops] hold to the primitive viev ••• 
that when thanksgiving has been offe~ed in prayerfUl 
trust that Ood's Power will aceooplish his purpose, we 
then oan securely believe 1n the Presence or Our Lord in 
the Eucharist, without debating the exact moment whon the 
Presence wns granted. Th~s applies to the Canon oqually 
in the B.c.r. and in the Alternntivo Form. We are not 
tied to the boliof that 1D the n.c.P. the narrative is 
tho moment, any mo~e than tb!t 1n the Alternative Form 
the ~piclesis ie the monont. 

This surely suggests t hat the revisers 1ntendod the whole 

prayer, and not any spee1t1c part of tt, to be consecratory. 

There was a fundamental disagreement between the~ and 

Darragh as to 'Wh t views ~;ere 'ct ocumonie9.l allowaneo' • 

Darragh was not prepared to countenance any view oxeept 

the r1g1d Eastern or rigid Western. ·Tho bishops were 

eauth t in the tangle of their own tnak1ng. Thoy had bean 

careless 1n tho rram1ng or tho rubric on supplementary 

consecration, That they tailed to 1nelude the new tnvoea• 

tion 1n the form to be used particularly when thoy were at 

pains to include, quite deliborately ond dofin1tely, tho 

old invocation trom 1862, must seom an 1nexpl!eable1 and 

almost 1nerod1bla, piece ot muddle and folly. To be con­

sistent they ought really to have spec1t1ed that the whole 

prayer w&s to be used again or at least tho greator part or 
it. The omission or the new invocation, When tho old was 

1noluded in the torro, sureested that the new 1nvooat1on 

was not regarded as at all consocratory • 

• Jasper · 
2 . Report of 

I p.214 
urgica.l Committee to Episcopal Synod Nov.l921. 
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.... 

It appears ~rom the minutes that when Episcopal 

Synod .... et en 10 Jan~y 1921, fhelps reported that the 

Litur81cn1 Committee had not met o1nce the last 'ession or 
the Synod 1n Vctobor and Novecber 1019, when the assessors• 

sugrestions hAd be(!n considered.1 Apparantly Episcopal 

Synod roee1vttJ the natal petition, for a copy was inserted 

in tho minutes. The Li twag1cal Corn~1 ttef was re-appointed 

to eorlsider the vhQle question or the r evised form; and to 

report bne~ to the Synod on any turthcr alterations it 

thought dos1roble to make 'befcro tho Form 1s t1nt~lly passed 

by tho next Prov1nc1al Synod.' The phrnse quoted diroetly 

troo the resolution or. the Synod is doeept1ve. It no changes 

had boen made, and 1f Y.rovinoinl Syncd had agreed t c pass 

the l9lq/BC torm a1a1n, that would have given it final effect. 

But QS the Liturgical Cor;c.ittee materially 1ltarnd the torrn 

or l 92C 1 1t needed to be pos~ed twieo mr ro1 by cons eutive 

sessi ons ot f·rov1ne1nl 5yncd.2 No doubt the 1 nguago ct t~ 1e 

resolution rer·· eetod the desire of tho bishops to have the 

matter finally settled with as little further unrest as 

poooiblo. 

Episcopal Synod iesued an official repbrt ot its 

t p,oeoed1nga in Which this resolution was given 1n fu11.3 

Tho announee~ont that tho bishops bod retLrned tho Al!!tni• 

t1ve FotQ to the Liturgical Committee did nothing to quieten 

the alarm felt in a groat many parts or the country at the 

eourse revision was toktng. Tho Natal petition provoked a 

groat deal or arg~ent and discussion • most ot it a1rcd 1n 

tho oolumns or the £bren1cle, In partict.~lar tho signatories 

of tho petition found themselves involved in two serious end 

important controversies by eo~respondenee. 
~ I T I' 
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~!shop ~ash, ~o~bor or the Cc•mun1ty of the 

Resurreet1onl and co-adjutor bishop ct Cape Town, was 

ot th~ ti~e one of the leod1nr rnombors of the L1turg1• 

cal CoMmittee. Early 1n 1921• under the stress or the 

eontrovorsy about the invoc~tion, he emerged as the 'reat 

champion of the 1919 rite. Soon nttcr tbe close of the 

1021 session of the Ppisoopal Synod Nash WJ-(:te to Fr~ro 

asking tor his ass1stonee in eontrov rting D rraeh. 

'1be cot1ve,• he wrote, tis really I thin~ dislike of 

any moven~nt away from the Ho~~n trodit1on.t2 

Tho ma1n 3ttaek, howevor• is on tba formula or the 
Invocation. ~o doubt the petitioners went to tie us 
down to ~lat wa h~ve d~oirQd t~ ovo1d 8 1.o. the state• 
~ont ot tho moo~nt, end the oxnct words which conso­
orate .. 

Darragh also wroto, twice, to F~~re. the first letter was 

written on 5 January 1921• ~ven before Episcopal Synod had 

:ret, and th secs:.-nd on lf February. 3 Frero w s apparently 

1n Canadn at this time and answored none or the letters un• 

til his return 1n July.'4 All the~'le lett~rs are printed 1n 

tull 1n Jnsper's Wllt;r H9WJr4 Irstt and neod net be dealt 

w1 th 1n detail again here" Darr'lgh • s first letter is simply 

a covering letter enclosing a copy or the petition ond the 

ggg§1derat1gna, His ~eoon4 latter is chiefly concerned w1tb 

maintaining that since the tourth eontllDY t~iG Church as a 

whole has been agreed about throe things; 

1. The Canon or Scripture 
2. Tho Constant1nopo11tan Creed 
3. 'l'ho Consecration ot the Eucharist in c1th('l.r or two ways. 

Of those three accepted things the last is tho least 
subjected to controversy until recent tir-es, and , as for 
as literary records go, .not at all rrom tbe fourth to 
tho s!xteontb century. 5 

I.Frcro was ot that time superior or the Co!!.r.'un1ty. 
2.Jaspor - }jctif} TiQWIU:g Et1pt.J?!2l4. 

?If 

a.~, pp. 2 • ·~·· p.214. 
s.~ •• p.213. On 'literarv records' ct. Darragh in Cgnf1d• 
9tU~~QDftP•2.; 'Tho only approach to tor~al quostionL~g o 
the val dity of tho Eostern rite by the ~estern Church occu~red 
at the Council of l'lcrenee or urthappy .emory (l43f•9) but it 
~os got m10t1~g~ 1n the eoneordat ultimately reached •••• The 
ope refused o ave the spoeches §Q~grod Qn tht a;ra.stel 

m!nJa~i:l•' (The emphasis on certain p rases is m:1.ne • 
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To this letter ~ere replied in some aston1shmentt 

and be wrote , too, to bishop N~sh reiterating his e mplaint 

agairlst tho 'third rubric ' , the source of so :ruuch or the 

trouble. l Frere was ind1tnnnt about some or the points raised 

by Darragh and bout uerragh' s method or arguoent. The lame• 

nens or Darragh's reply to Frere's crt~ c1sms2 &~ows quite 

cloarly that, hcwevor unconvinccd Darrnrh may have been, Frere 

had really won th arg~cnt. Darr ~h triod to rnaintatn his 

fUndamental point tn t the East and west had agreod to d1tfor. 

LnG of tho grounds or nrg~ent advanced to su~port this 

point was that •aome allows both m~thods (of connocration) 

within her jurisdiction. • 3 But tn1e 1e not really true. Rooo 

allows both rites; but attaches certnin conditicns to the 

use or tho Enstorn rite. Frero• for instance, wrote, at o 

r.ueh lat or date than th1s controversy, 

'l'lle Uniet ~~ifrllf .... we.s arranged on the lines ot 
a Latin ~i __ ; n he middle were set out the three 
Anaphoras ~ s ~hrysoatoc 1 St Easil and the ~resanct1f1ad 
1r. Greek: the Dom1n1cal Wosds were displayed 1n largo type, 
and surround d by rubrics wicb G:xpressly call thom 
Words or Consecration, and prescribe the Elevation. After 
thee th Anamnesis follows and tbe Invoc tion 1n the usual 
for~"••••• 

Rome, tben9 allows the ritet but chanrcs the 1mpc;·rt or parts 

or 1t, thollfh the invocation 1s allowed t o follo~., t.he (eon• 

eccratory) words cr Institution without any sug~astion ot 

blasphemy. It is true that t1r Edcnmd Disbop has sa1dt 

Each or those great bodies ot Chr1$t!an$ [i . e . Eastorns end 
Romans} regards the Mans or the other as equally valid, 
or o.t least equally cp~rntive , for the purpose of etf'ect• 
1n the chan e. (1. o. of the ~laments.) 6 

Eut Bishop g1~os no author i ty for this statecent and, 1n nay 

ease, to say th~t Roo rc ards the Eastern rite as •oper• 

ativo • is not to say that she regards the E stern 1nvoeat1on 

as the operati ve part of it. Darragh, 1n tact, appears to 

~=itif:= ;P~Jm }'iiiiiid Effi.i ,p,217 cl. g~;u;, Vol.!C 1p, 37i, ' 
3. t p. 222 . 
4. ~rere - tho Agaphorc, p. l94. Frero quctos the rubrics and 
g1vos a reference to Brightman •a L~}Ull~cs Easterr ng~W~sfe~, 
which i!Z conrue1ng beeausc the rubr eso not appaar ~r pt­
tr'.an. 
5. In Connclly•s L1tyrr1eal H2E111~a of Nat o!,p. l~O and cr. 
Fortescue • :me raog, p.3ro. 
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have been wronf' on both counts. In the t'i.rst place neither 

Rome nor the E.a t seer.: to have su.eh a. n:.rrc-wly d fined 'ton: 

or consecration' as Darragh supposed, sinee ~otno can allow 

the E stern invocation to fellow tho ~ords of Institution• 

~nd th~ East e~n speak of the words of Institution and tho 

invoeation forcing n continuous whole.l Cn the other hand 

the 1daa that Eant and West have agreed to oirra~, and each 

to allow the narrow and rieid v1ow of tha other to be a 

kind or second best, 1s not supported by the faets either. 

Rorne appoars to ccept tho Frstern rite only i n so far as 

a r ather different emphasis can be plac~d upon its invocation 

than 1s usuol 1n the East. In taet any 'agreement to differ• 

that does e~ist 1s onJy made possible by Rome and the East 

not possessing such rigid views as D~rragh wou15 desire to 

attribute to them. It is clear that Darragh lost his argu­

ment with Fre~e. He dascended in tho end to saying things 

like; 

J:f you will de me tbc honour or recdinf' 'th<t Re¥fiir~mliif 
~ ~f·ll s~ •••• in recognition of vhieh oy , v~rs y 

r ty C~loget Dublin] has conferred tho D.D. on me, 
you will sec , I think1 thPt I arn a d111 ent $tudent or 
Christian origins. l ~•Y add thnt I know as well as ycu 

do yourself every scrap of •rrosb li~ht• that h s been 
thro~ on liturgical problems in theso recent yoars ••• 2 

~hat had rea~ly bur~ was F~ere's ~pl;ed sugrostion thet 

Darragh's scholarship m1~ht not be quite up to date.3 

~.~ other controversial cxchanre w~s more public. 

Avnin it vas Nash Who put the bishops' point or view 1n a 

roply to the ~atal peti tion 1n which bo said; 

In ~eneral I should think th,t the pos1ti0n of the petit• 
ioners as npo1nst the FOrm proposed by the Bishops and so 
far accepted by the Pro•tnee is thisa They hold tho extrema 
theory which attaches ccnsocration to t his or that special 
torrr. or words. 4-
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St Tho,..as, he said, had laid down th form of consoer tion 

s the words used 1n the Roman Jass • but those ore net th 

sal'!le "rords s those used 1n tho Book of Cormon i 'J"ayer - and 

Ronc will allow no other forffi. 1 Mnsh, h~viny sad~lod tho 

petitioners with o char~e or tRoman1s1nr't proceeds to con­

trast the bishops' theology of consecration with tnat ex­

pressed in C.sms1gg-r;attoDS. Tha bishops, Nash so1d, des1Jtod 

to go back to the 1de~ of the 'whole offer1np of priest snd 

peopla, that wins a blessing, and in especial the whole 

prayer or eonsoeration, net thos words or thcsc.•2 ash 

goes on to point out tho ditf1eult1es ot rely1nr on the 

text or ceremonial or the Reman rite to prove tho Western 

theolopy or consecration. Ila points out thot in Tg,1g1tyr 

and Quor. oblotipnem there is lcnguo,e which sugg~~ tbnt 

the elementD have already teco~e the holy sacrifice before 

tho norrativo or Institution has bo~n r~eited. And, tc take 

n point of ecro~on1al, the rubrie on genufloction wos not 

inserted until 1570. !c the petitioners' clairr. th t the 

passate or the rev1snd rita would provide two eontl1ct1ne 

tor s of consecration for use in tho Fro'l1nee, ~ash replied 

that the Scottish Ep1seona1 Chureh already possceoed two 

ror~s, ono or the~ similar to tho Alteroat1yejEo£m or the 

Province, and the other tho P-ook ot Cortr.on Prayer rcrrn. 

Further, be arguod , tho 'third rutric' 1s not tc be ta~en 

as det1nint a •rorc or eonseer tion' but is entirely 'sub­

Ol*dinato and unitrportant'. The""e fell(.tWS a sp1r:t.ted detoneo 

or the we~est point in the bishors' case, the 'third ru'brlc', 

on thr c separate groundst F1rstt 
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Is it likely that the Bishops would issue a revised 
Form of ConsecraJion Prayor ••• and all the time 1n•. 
tend no change? 

Secondly, rubrics are always subordinate to tho text or 

a r1 te. Thirdly, the rubri c (·n sur.pletnantary consecration 

was inserted into tho 1662 rook after the rite h~d boen in 

use for lOC years (i.e. s1ncG 1662) and suoh a rubric '1s 

without example outside our branch or the Church.' 

Canon Y.orri!l Ilodson, one ot th(' signatories, re­

plied for the petitioners. 

e do not necessarily hold the axtreme theory t.hnt 
attaeh~s consecration to the pronouncinp of one sen• 
tenco. 

But Hodson insists that th1~ is not a matter to be decided 

by tbo opinion or ·scbolars, but by the belief of tho t~ole 

Church, or at least ot a fatriarchate. lie quotes froc· 

Frere3 o passage wn1ch minimises the dit;eronces bet~een 

East and ~est and suggests ths~ it would be 1nadv1sablo 

•to take any steps towards the ra1nsert1on of the Invoca-
• 

t1on.• I.odson maintains, as narr3gh hod done, that there 

aro two ~oss1ble forms for eonseerat1on 1 the Eastern and 

the Western, and asserts that no one province our~t, on 

its own 1n1t1at1ve, to de~art fro· the tradition to which 

it has hitherto belonged. There a~e, he aays, not two but 

. s1x rites in use in the t~rovineo • tho first, seeon-i and 

third revisions or the South African rite {i.e. lOlf, 1919 

& 1920), the Bloemfontein version of the 192C Form,4 the 

Scottish t.tficc used in scme parts or the diocese or St. 

John's and th<; 1~6P rite. <Jf the~e tho lfllf, l6o2 and 

IiloerJf'onte1n r1tt s ore, Hodson arrued, obviously Western. 

The nature of the l92t rite, however, is more opon to ques­

tion. It 1s not Western, by Nash's own argur.ents qucted 

above. It 1s not Eastern, becauso the canual acts ind1eate 

1. ibid. Nash nlso quott s a private letter from Bishop Maeiean 
or MOray and Ross to the etreet that the Easterns hove no form 
tor reconsecration. Cbytsh Cbrgnigl' VcJ,XVIII.p.lll. and £or 
oth€?r evidence to the samo ef fect e • Jasper 2Pt21~, pp.9C.f'f. 
2. h~~~ ~r~t~~ Vol .XVlli.p.lf3. a.J c: of ,Latyrgical, Rgf.Qll~ p.lf f'. 
4. IUREIJ.a. ... 12.1 



:181• 

that tho words of Institution arc not recited hlstorically 

and because the invocation 1s not •:tnvestod with the soler­

n1ty round in the Ep1el€sis of the Eastern titur{'ies.•l 

Therefore, Hodson elaimo, the South African r1te possesses 

a third term ot consecration, s~nctioned by no Catnolie co~­

sent or usage. It 1s Darraph' s ar~ument of the CQD§ic}.DJ:~i~lsni 

put. into other words. 

Both Gould ond Baeeley attompted t o answer Hodson. 

Gould pointed out thnt no hostile eritie cf the Soutb Afri­

can rite·had eitad any decree ef Eastorn or Western Christon• 

don, fixing the ·~o~ont of eonsocrot1cn'. St1ll less had 

anyone cited any deero~ t1hich eould s~rvo as ev1donee of 

'a~raring to d.1ffor• . Ind.ocdt though it 1s generally as• 

sumoci thnt there is a d1vo~go~ee botween East and Wost in 

~~ecr1es ct consecration, there are vary few speeitie refer• 

enees in the works of 11 turgiologists to any defin~.ticr b1 

eith r E"st or West ot its doetr1ne.2 To Meet the objec­

tion of the petitioners that the •second' invocation made 

tho form of' eonsoerntion in the A~:t£S£Qative Fctm different 

trom that or the 1662 rite 1 Gould stlf!eosted that the 'Hoar 

us, o merci ful Father •• ~ should be omitted. !hat would 

have made thG 1862 form of nsrrative-of•Inst1tut1on-proceded• 

by-an-invocation correspond more or less ~ith the form of 

narrat1vc-fgllo~~~-by-1nvocet1on in tb¢ South Atr1enn r-1te.3 

&zeley, independently, rncda the snmo suggestion• chiefly 

becauso he deprecated any ettenpt u fellow the precedent 

of 1549.4 .I t is curious that the suceesticm to om1 t the 

1662 invocation was net mnc.lo eoro of ten or pressed ~:.or() 

vigorously than it was, when one remer bcrs thDt the Ameri­

can and Scotti sh anapboras both omit 1t.5 Another curics1ty 
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ot this whole a~gument is that none of ~he protegon1Gts 

soec to bave noted thnt the bishops had ineluded ' Beer 

us ete.• in the ferro tor a second consceration. l 

tl asb also returned answeP to Hodson. Th(;uth 

ho denied that the bishops had any intention or convarttng 

the South Africon .rita into one of' tbe Enstorn tvpe, he 

had, apparently beon t~~tine Eastern optn!on on tho A'tw£• 
pa~&D F'9£!R• Voroov.,r, ror the first time, bo adititted that 

the rubric on surplor.entary eonsoeration was not nltcgethar 

s rt tis rae tory. 

f~r Dorour h, cbaplnin at our Crieaan Church 1n Constnn­
tinoplet writes that Professor Yomnonos (of the fheo• 
logieal Colhlte a t nall'i) carte to .see him. He bad 
studied the South African form ot consecration and he 
pronounced it qui te satistactory.2 I had specially 
called attention t o the rubric for additional eonse­
CJ"ft tiont and he said very decidedly that the Epiklosis 
trost be .repeated in such cnsGs. 1'his Dr Frere• the 
' Church 1'1mes• nnd others hove urved. i'be ma.tt.or of 
rna:nual acts and re~;orcnces he did not e.ppear to roeard 
as 1mportant.3 . 

Darragh, however, bad the last word. He insisted that his 

objection was not to the t: astern ' ehar aetar or the ~ltgr­

Ril~!Ze i'2£!h 'but t o its not being elea_rly either Eastern 

or Western. 4 Cb,liously Dar:rogh :.md b1s fellow pet1 t1oners 

were not convineod by the crgur:.ents ot p•r(?ro, Raeh, &.zeley, 

and Gould. Perhal S 1 t WPS nci t t o be expected t ha t they 

should be. 

In the meantime the bishops had reeGived yot 

another petiti on · t his t i!!:e tree some of the elorgy ot 

the dioeeso of Cape Town. Though less strongly worded than 

the a t pcal from Natnl, this petition was obviously intended 

t o make tho sarnc point. ThG Cape Town petit i on pleaded that 

1to annul or subordinate the 1662 Ep1Yles1s, while r etaining 

it i.n connect ion with tho \>:Ords ot Institution.,. i s a s.erious 

1. 
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doparttwo fro th English Trad!tion. •l The petition 

ked that the new invocation shoUld bo made •clearer 

end more definite and 1 1t intended to eonaeernte, this 

should bo unm1stakeably expresDed. • It lso sait~ thv.t 

the new invocation would b< bette~ placed befor~ tho words 

or Insti t1ltion. 

The leader of the now group or potitionc~s would 

seexn to bnve been tho Beverond Father R.f'. Bull of' the 

Society of st. John the Evangelist {Cowley Fathers)• since 

it v~s he who deronded and explained it publicly. Father 

Bull bad worked in tbo d1ceesa or Capo Town earlier 1n his 

ministry, but he vas 1n 1921 Superior Ganeral of the corr.u­

nity. Acccrdint to tho Cgw).QX fxane:el1st2 (official P<Jr1• 

odionl of the s.s.J.t.) Bull arrived in Cafe To·n in the 

Uoly \Jock ot l92l t intending originally to stay for three 

weeks. fha 1llnoos of one or tho membe~s or tho co~un1ty, 

however, led Fath r Eu11 to atay on for some t1tlle, lcn-r 

enough, 1n raot, to o.ttend a soss1on of tho Cape Town 

Dioecsan Synod. The Cowl~y Evaneolist do~s not ~ention 

the Al tqtnAt~y, Fom, but Bull' s longer stay !n Cape Town 

gaVE; h1r: the opportunity to beeon:o fam1.11ar w1tb the rite, 

and attendanoe et tho Synod allowed btm to make eontnet 

with those d1ssnt1sf1od w1th it. No doubt his fortuitous 

stay 1n Cnpo !own accounted tor the apparent surpr1sr 

caused by the pre~entation of the pet1t1on. 3 It is othor­

wiso hard to explo1n ~hy the petition should bave been 

drcv.n up so suddenly ana unexpectedly artor aueh long 

interval• T.boro was a gap or fully twqlve months nd more 

betwoon the publication of tho revised rite or 1920 and the 

Cape Town petit~on. 
1 7'ltl ? il'l. F 

k~~:~~;; August .1921 p.~2;~ .. , 
3. ef.burch Chroniel Vo1 . XVIII.p,215 quoted on p. lbo 

' · o.>'V\ ·\n cJ.e b-kd -io \"~. G~Yd-r.ev , $ .S::r-£., +o"f k\~ ....i 'r"'l 0b-to..\r.~n0 \ n ~0'( ~·ho n 

T F 
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Dull's argum nts; in his coverinf letter to the 

petition, attree with Darrogh 1 s in outline. Tl\@re is the 

saoe insistence on the absolute distinction betveen East 

and West; the san·e 1ns1stellC$ that therG ean be no middle 

course. The Entlish rite has always, Dull argued, belon~e4 

to the Western tr~dit1ont but the new prayer ot ccnsocration 

is Eastern. So •en Sunday the old form is used• and is be• 

lieved to bo complete. on Monday. under the new form, the 

same words are usod, but are believed to~~ 1neomplete.•l 

This \.zhole insistenee otl the eornpletoce ss and 1noC~tlpletenosa 

of fcrms anu words is so u t terly fc ra:i.vn to the thinlrin~ be• 

hind the bishops' statGtu:mts about the tbool.ory or oensecra ... 

t1on2 that 1t is not surprising that neither side u.onaged 

to convince the other. 

Fnther Eull.•s SE'cond point was that the 1919/20 

AJ.tfltntJ:t;Yt~ J:~gro was indefinite about the fnet of consecra• 

tlon itself. He argued that the eo~bination of •Her~ us 

etc. • with tbe words or Institution 1n 1662 was quite 

defin1 te f:roof that a SQ[U.2SS£Q.t,.op, 2:t: ttlg, gJ,et;cntl was et• 

teeted. The new form of the invocation vas a prayer for 

the illnpse of tho Spirit 1upon us'. This was really all 

that Bullts or~ent amounted to.a It doos not add much 

weipht t o tho objections put forward by Dart-agh ~n CQPSli!Q£0• 

t4Qna; but it is n sign that the d1~sat1sfgct1on vitb the 

r~vined rite was grov1ng1 nnJ vas now wideeprood. Gould 

wrote of tho new pet1 tion; · 

!wo or the most justly loved and honoured priosts in 
SOuth Atr1ca1 Jr t>a•~egb and Father null-·· head tbe 
protests aga1nvt tho Alternative Form. Arrun:ents that 
have been d1seussod in ~ntal tor twelve months, stnden• 
ly emerwe frorn Cnpc Town• and are beord from the Trans• 
v~al. ' 4 

The distant muttorinrs rrom the Transvalll , beard 

by Gould wore the exprossiono of the uneasiness of ac-me -of 

i ~ ''l~ta= r;: ~57. ' ' ~· 
2. see e•f• aYEf"' p. l£o_ 
~: ~~.i~;~D:Sll VoJ.XVIII.p.215 
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the clergy 1n t he diocese of Pretoria. In Juno 1921 a pam­

phlet was publ:t.shed 1n that diccese entitled Pte L~.turgx or 

2£92£ f2£ ~he Cslebra~1gp or Holx Commuo!so1• The front cover 

bore the printed note • ' Proof copy tor further conG1derat1on 

and report.• From the way in which the rite 1t~clf is set 

out in the pamphlet it is cleor that it is not ~eant for 

use in celebrating the F.ucharist - at any rate at the stage 

reached a t the time or the p~~thlet • but is for Gtudy and 

further revisi on. Some prayers are not ~~1nted 1n full but 

are 1nd1cstad simply by the first and last words; references• 

printed 1n heavier typo t hnn the rest ot the text• have 't:eon 

inser ted int o the draft to refer the reader to explanatory 

notes printed at the end of the pamphlet. Only three copies 

of this dreft liturgy can now be traced. Cne 1s in the 

Central Church Record Library; another is 1n the South African 

fubl1c Libr ary; the third was umonpst t~e papers of the late 

Canon Gould. · It is not certain for whom this draft was 

intended, but 1ts source can h~~Jrdly l)e in doubt. The outline 

ot the liturgy 1sa 
Either the Litany or tho Lord'a Preyer and Collect for Purity, 

B~U:~io!C£gjfS1.; ( revised translation), 
Co lect,l~+1st e , & Gospel, 
Sermon and Dismissal or Catecb~ens, 
Creed (revised traflslation), 
Offertory, 
l'ray~r for the Church (vi th sol!le afldi tions nntl al terat1ons) 
sursum ciida, f reface , and Stnctya, 
Consecrn on Prayer, 2 
Lord ' s Frayer• 
Eax, .A.£.nl.ul., and Priest• s communion, 
Coii'te"SSSIil, Absolution, and Cor.~rortable tlords, 
Either Prayer or HUMble Access or ' Lord, 1 am not worthy etc.• 
Communion of the !~ople, 
Either proper Poet-communion or 1662 Prayer or Thantsgiving, 
Bless1nr. 

The anaphor~ is i nteresting. It is headed ' Ccnsee­

ration ' and begins with the salutation and the Syrs~~ Cor4A 

and then proceeds as 1n 1GG2 as far as ' • •• Everlasting Ood•, 

though Frere's proposed re- punctuation of the Preface bas been 

l . The pamphlet is dated fjGhannesbUrg1 '24th June l92i', but 
boars no print ers • name. 
2 . See appendix 4 ipfrg, ror the te~t of th· anaphcra or this 
dratt rite. 
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more or less adopted.l The ~ancty§ 1e in its full forre -

§£lDStus, flotannt; Sened&ct»a, R9sanpp - and then the prayer 

eontinuost 'holy indeed and Blos~ed indeed art Thou, C Almiehty 

God• our heavenly Fathor •• • •. 2 The rest of the prayer is 

mueh as it was 1n tho 1919 rite, but the 1nvoeat1on runs, 

\ve • , • • an treat thee that thy Holy Spirit may descend upon 
us ana upon th!s oblation of the Eody and Blood of thy 
Son Jesus C~r~st our l~rd. 

The rubric prov1dinp for supplo~entory consecration says that 

the form is to be •as Alternative Form, lat~st odition, 1~20' • 

that :i.s to say •Hoar us , C cercitul l<at he.r • • ••• 1n remembranc e 

or me•. 

Since the pamphlet is dated frcr Johannesburg it 1s 

reaaon"•blo to suppose that it wos r.rar-ed in the d1oeese ~ 

which that e1ty then loy, the diocese or Iretoria. A compnr• 

1son of the. draft lj.turgy with tho reports of the sub-eomr.'1ttee 

or the bishop ot rrot oria ' s senate3 contir s this supposition. 

Pages 6 ~ 15 of the sub-cot:m1ttee ' s Bfiport to tbt J&rd B1shQJ< 

P% frP,~or1a, dated 31 January 1919, deal witb ' The .Liturgy 

or Order for Celebration of Holy Co-munion ' - the wording 

is the satte as the title of the draft rite. '!'he general 

principles ' approved by the Co~m1ttee ' oro; 

t:il'?e1a in l·xeclsis to be at the b~p1nn1ng - n.n. This hymn 
requires omend~ent. 
Tbe Prayer for the Church to re:rra1n as at present. 
The ~· rmon and uc:;:tieas to preeodc the Creed (i. e . b~.fore 
the dismissal of the Catechtwens) 
The Consecration fr':'lyer tc bt! followed bye rr~yer of Cblat1on. 
Lord ' s I·royer (with 1ntr duetion and doxology). Tho CO!!:mUnion 
ot tb.e i'riest. The Con;mun1on Devotions on bloe . Cotr.mun1on 
or the reople. Fost Coccr::.un1on or 'l'hanlrsr1v1ng. Blessing. 

Other suvgest · ons rroro the report 1ncl.ude substi tut!.ng the 

JSyr~$!§ for tbe decalogue, 0 \ding the r~egqdlCtuS to the SaQS~lliJ 

and the use of the Agnus Jgi. The reeommendat1one regardin~ 

the consecration "·rq.y~r were; 

Connoetinr link. Read 'l~oly indeed .nnd Flossed ir~deod art 

.cr. spor - \·: r e , p. 2 3.. sraw ey r vas 
the precodents ror both punctuat ons or the preface in 
,W 'tiYEtX QDB :..:orab&Lh (Ed. Lowther Clarl'e) , p . 335, 
2 . cr. ; p. ,.02--· 1'\. ma~=· 
3. IDJprn, P• 18 
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Thou, C Alrr1tthty God, our Ho'lve•:ly Father •. tl 
•to take our nature upon h~ ' - approved. 
His Olffi obl~t1on. stet. (Not CJN ~s Scottish). 
The link t or the Pr ayor of Cblati.on, ' 1·lherefore • • approved. 

~be best woy or ••• (prcvidinr ~ reference in the snaphora ~ 
t~ th Holy Spirit) ••• appears to be that SUft.estcd by Frere:. 

Tbe agreements b~tween this reoort and the draft 

rite aro so mark d th t ther~ must have been a direct depen• 

denca of the one upon the oth~r. The ~raft rite 1s the 

continuation of the work done in tho report. Sine~ the 

report was 1ntP-ndcd for the bishop or i' J-etoria, and since the_ 

rite depends upon 1t, the_ fite w~s probnbly_1nt~ndod fer him 

too. a ·.hat hai- penad to 1t Dfter thv.t is a t"lottor for conjecture. 

Some copies or tho rite appear to have been circulated out• 

s i de tho diocese of' fretor1a. 4 Eut no copy of the pamphlet 

has been pres~rvod ar.:on€st the papors of the L!.turp-1eal Corne­

itteo or or tp1scopal Synod.5 

It 1s curious that th.: draft 11 ttlrgy should h~ve bee~ 

published so l ate. The various p .rts or the I retoria report 

are uated between 13 november 19lf.ond 13 February 1919. They 

·are all earlier, that is to say, than tho session or Episcopal 

~ynod that issued the Alt§rpstiv1 'f'otm of ).919. 'nle draft 

liturgy is dcted 24 June 1921, rnor~ than two years aftor 

the Iretoria committeo ma<le its report. It s etr.s extra­

o.ru1nary thnt the cemm1 ttee' having reno to sueh ;rr~at pains 

to produce so voluminous a report (it runs t c nearly s1Y.ty 

poges ~ r sinfle-spaced foolscap typewr1t1ng) should have 

'i. I note In the report refor.s here to J.t'roro is mamor'lndutt 
to the bishops of 19lf, paragraph 4. (see suPtftP•9~ ) . 
2. ~tnother noto rofers to paragraph E. of l''rere s r..errorandum. 
(Soe Jasper ... {n}tel fl~ra Frgrft pp.203ft. and Jmm:At P•'/$) 
Then , in the body o t e report ollcws the actunlcwordine 
of f.'rere 's proposed invocation \olhieh a{(.r~es oorc: or less 
with ~he invc>eat1on in the ttnal draft liturgy. (See ,tntra, 
p. 16!> ) 
3. Ey this time Furse, the bishop to whom the report h~d been 
~ade, had been transloted to St Albans. The new bishop. or 
I retoria was Neville '1\Albct . (See P• 'j.3 suR£&•) · 
4. Pr1ests 1n tho d1ceose of Cape Town remomber that cc·p1es 
or the rite prcdl~ed in Johannesburg (chiefly merorable tor 
the trar.8ferrint' of the Gloria to th~ hPgir,n1nrr r-.! the r!to) 
wore to be seen 1n Cope Town. 
f . The bishoJ:s ho.d, however, seen th€) orip:in·al l rC\tcria report 
-..hich W!'jS circul~tad to :;.;11 d" leo sans. 
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neglected to do anything further for two whole years, while 

the progress of revision made their work out of date and less 

valuable~l Still more extraordinary is the fact that, after 

such a J.ong period of neglect, it should have been thought 

worth while to publish a printe-:-1 form of a rite embodying 

the suggestions of the report. 

The explanation of this curious delay is to be 

found in Gould's remark on the growth of opposition to the 

1919 form quoted above. 2 The work of the Pretoria committee 

was completed too late for it to have much effect upon the 

Alternative Form of 1919/20.3 Once the bishops had issued 

their revised rite and it had been approved by Provincial 

Synod in 1919, there was no further point in the Pretoria 

Committee proceeding with an independent revision of their 

ovm. But as soon as the objections to the invocation of 

1919 had been made public and it was clear thot there was 

a substantial body of opinion which did not favour the 

Alternative Form, the Pretoria committee seized the oppor­

tunity to revive their own suggestions and published them 

in the form of a draft rite. In most respects the rite was 

modelled even more closely upon Frere's sugpestions of 191~ 

than the official Alternative Form of 1919 had been. Eut by 

1921 Frere was discredited in one particular amongst those 

who preferred a more 'Western ' form of consecration. In the 

previous year, for instance, Darragh had written, 'Father 

Frere is entirely within a scholar's rights in preferring an 

Epiklesis to the Western Form. Both are of ecumenical allow-

ance. But in every living liturgy with an Epiklesis, it 

neither precedes nor f ollows the Form of Consecration. It 

is the Form of Consecration! 4 Frere was plainly regarded, 

1. Some of the comments in the report are based on the Form 
of 1918 (The Proposed Form) and by 1921 were no longer relevant. 
2. Supra, p . lbD 
3 . Supra, p. too 
4. Church Chronicle, Vol.XVII, p. 840. 
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then; as one who ' preferred th~ Epikles1s 1 • Ridout, the 

secretary of the ~retoria comm1ttee,1 wrote a lettar to 

the C.J.:areJl Chronic1e in which he sa:ld , 

•• in ret?erd to the clause ' bellow this oblation '~ Th1s clause 
wa s sup~ested by Dr t-rere in July 19lf jn his ' Rouph r.otes 
on the !·rope sed Form of the< South Afric an J.,1 turgy' • Put 
clearly the words er~ not interdod to be ccnsecra.te"ry. 3 
His clause runs ' t h1.s (Jbla t1on of the l-o iy and Flood or 
thy Bon •. 1 was on@ of a cct"'m1 ttoe c ~· this Dioec se , app­
ointed by Bishop r~rse , who endorsed that cl ~use , also 
with no intention that it l"e re '"11rded as consecratory. 
I.veryone cr that eoL.tr.i ttee whom I have l.)c en able tc ccnsul t , 
now desi res their deletion. And the present I'ishcp or 
I"rc toria has g&vcn per1r.ission for this Diocese to use the 
latest Alternative Form with the ouission of thi s clause 
and or the ~ords ' and creatur~s or t hine o~n •.4 

Ridout' s letter was written s t about the aarr:e time 

ns the draft liturpy wos published. The invocations of the 

draft runs: 

we ••••• entreat thee that thy holy Spirit m y descend 
UJ:On us and upon thi ~j oblation of the I:ody and l.lood of 
thy ~3on Jesus Christ our Lord. 

Fr~re • s oririnal su,rQstion had been: 

~ .ay thy Holy Spir1 t d r sc-end upon these of ferings and hallow 
t r is oblntion of the Body and Blood of thy Son J€sus Chris t 
our Lord. 

~hat the :Pretoria COLilt.1ttee h d done was t c ta~e Frere ' s ~ug­

r estion and o~it fro~ it the on0 phrase that had aPpeared 

in the Altr:rnotiye Form, *hallow this oblation •. The other 

d1ffer~r ces between the two forms , Fr~re ' s ~nd the co~~ittee • s , 

are sliyht nnd ore to be ex: 1&1ned by tb~ fact t •·:ot the 

col:lr.:li ttee des·' red that tho prayer f or th(! 11 J a pse ,.. the 

Spirit should not in any way speeify nny /:)c t ivlty as a result 

of tho 1113pse. The other phrasa in t he South African 

onaprora dir~et y der1vad fro~ Frere , •wo offer her~ unto 
r-

thy D-'!__yin~ 1ejesty these sacr~d y.lfts ar1d creatures of thine . 

O\\.'l'l, this holy bread of eterna l ) 1fe, t his cup or ( verlasting 

salvation ' , was also or1ttod. s 

l . See guet a , p.qf 
2. The first p&tl of Ridout ' s l Qtter was ·\evoted to the problem 
<.f the time- sequence of the 11turvy. 
3. But see §Upra, p . I2D 
4 . £,twrsh '"'htzs:m12~Si , Vol . XVlii, p . 26t . 
5 . I,'or the am~phora of the f'r€toria draft rite see nppendix 4 . 
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The authors or the dr~ft rite woro uneasy Pbout 

Frcro •s f orr. of the 1nvoeat1on, and particularly about those 

parts of it which had been used in the Alt fll!lJtit!vc Form, 

and th15 , in spite of th~ fact , that nl~ost all Frere ' s othor 

sugrestions contained in his ta:morandmr of l9l.f ho;i teen 

incorporat ed into the F'retoriti proposal. The lont df'layed 

publ ieetion of the comrn1tteo ' s rit e was the result of 

t he public and hooted controversy over thP. South African 

invocation. 

E.t;.1scopal Synod mot , for the second tirr:e that year• 

on 7 November 1921. Liturg1C£ll watters were considered on 

16 !Iover..ber and fhclps presontod a report rrom tho I 1 turr.1eal 

Committee. The report steted that, "'hile any peor,le had 

exrressed their grnt itu- do for th~ Alt~rpotivo Form,•a 

widely sipno!.l r.t1morial roal"'es it el.c-ar that if the phrases 

"th ae sacred gifts an·i creatures of thine O\Yn" and nthat 

he may hallow this cblationn were removed •••• the Alternative 

F'orm would be generall y ~ccept(!d ••• •1 Tho u1nutes sbow that 

this report was ~dopted, not in full , but \·11th ar.end:.1ents. 

Aeeordinr to the official report of the rroceadinfs of the 

Synod subse~uently publ1shod2t he onl._y ratorinl atrPrtdl!'cnt 

consistnd or sulntituting; 

This 5ynod des1rQs to emphasiso Nctc (l) or the ~gt~a on 
~tu~ Rexislsw. 

for a passage of similar import in thf· oripinol report. 

Note (1) of the ~s:.te§ gn tbq Rqv1s1on (i. e . the frc>.face to 

the Altgrnat 1ve Forrn of 1919) asserted that revis:t.on was 

' consist ent 'V'1th a deep affection for the Book of Cor.:'on Prayer, 1 

The oririnol clause surf!ested by the L1.turv1eal Cotr.tn1t tee 

denied thot the revised rite could ' be ta~en as ~ply1n~ any 

doubt as tc th<? vali.di ty of the Form in the Book of Cor.n:on 

r~royer •. The c1.1fferer.ee in r.'ean1ng is VtrY slight. 

Synod resolved to excise the phrases referred t o 

l~A eopy or tha text or this report is preserved in the 
files of the bishops of Ktg.berley. 
2. Chytsh Cht ontcle, Vol . xv111, p. 396. 

I 1 JP 
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and there can be: no doubt that, r .r.om a. p~aetical point of 

view ot least, they were well advised to do so. The diOCP.SG 

ot St John ' s had p ssed s resolution in synod sskinF the 

bishops to reconsider the r1t~ of 1919~ Th~ el~~FY or the 

dioee:se Of Blo.er:f'ontein had bf'en given perr1ssiofl by their 

vicar- general to ot:1 t the offensi.ve J1hrasee. 'lb.o bishop 

or l'r~tor1a had adopted thf! same course and the 11turr1eal 

sub-committee or his senate had even contemplated an inderend· 

ent t."eV1s1on. '!be great body of the olerfY o! the diocese 

of Natal had ret1t1oned a~rainst ttl invocation ond the 

elPrrY of Cape To•n hgd joined them in their protest. Fven 

1n Grabarr.stown, the very home of revision, there were protests 

~md dissatisfc-ction. Cnly the tl1ss1on ~ rry ·1iocest?..S of Zululand 

and Lebomtc, Southern Rhodesia in tile far north , th~ re~ote 

island diocese of St lielena, .on~ the two sr~all rural dioceses 

of Goor11e and Kimberley had Made no public protest. But 

Synod resolved at the same tine •te emphasise' the very 

important state~ent about the fer of consccr2tion which has 

a~ready beon referred to • 

•••• they bold to th~ pr1~itive view •••• th9t1when th~nksriving 
has been offered in prayerful trust that Cod•s power will 
nccOtrlpltsh His pu.rpose, wo then een securely be-lieve in 
th~ I·reeenee of Cur Lord 1n the 1:ueharist 1 without detatinf 
the exact Eoment when tho fr~senee was ~ranted. This ~n~lies 
t c the Canon equally in the E. C. P. and in thr· Alternative> 
Form. We are net tied to the belief that tn th~ B.c.P. 
the n~rratiYA iS th~ mo~ent, rny mora than th· t in the 
Alternative For~ the r p1cleo1s is the morent . 

To this they added th~ stnterent that 

•••• thP. excision •• still leaves the ~e orial of the Hely 
Ghost in its norwal posi ticm in the orderly sequence c r 
the Canon, and thus th . Cnnol'\ i s in

1
cl(·se orrcoment with 

the earliest forrr. of the Liturgy ••• 

Thus the a~endn·ent to the 1919 forrr~ first SUFr.·ested by Hulre 

was adopted and the so-called E·loerrfcntein use, becare the 

use or the l t•c;v1rlce so f"lr as the r1vocetion was concerned. 

1bc notorious ' t hird rubric ' was altered to read, ~s in the 

l..cffiii£6 etiroij!91i, Voi. xvfi!, i>. s96.' 
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present South Atriean rit$, 'either in both ~inds, repeat1nr 

the words of tho Corseeration f rayer bee1nn1ny. at Hflear us, 

C l-:,. rciful Father'*, and ond1n~ at "heavenly benedieticn"; or 

1n e1 ther kind aceordin~ to the form riven tor th1s pur1::ose 

1n the Book of Cornruon Prayer. •l 

The I.i turgieal Co:rom1 ttce also rceom:r.ended thot 

the advice of the •tarooth' Committ~e on Liturgical tatters 

should be soU{fht on a nurnbt!r or points. Episcopal Synod 

apparently ar prcved this r€eonr:endation2 but not", trw soar. s 

to hnvo been dono to i mplet:Jent the surgeation, at least for 

the time be1ng.3 

Clearly the 1\vestern • school had gained a notable 

concession. 

Some o!~ us had hoped that any controversy between the so­
called F..a sterr~ arul •..-Jestc:rn theories or consecration could 
have bocn QVOided. But it was not to 'be . 'l'be Natal elargy, 
headed by ths late Dr ~arragh, made the latent opposition 
vocal in n petition addressed to the Eplseopal Synod ••• 
and two private revisions were printed for cir~u~~tion, 
one in Johannesburg, 4 and the other 1n Natal. 5 With 
thanl\fulness one records that all thi::l netivi ty lead [.i£. 
'led'] not to ba.rren controversy but to concord. i'ne 
different parties agreed to the co~prom1se alroady ~r:nt1oned, 
by "Whicb t he Lp~eopal Zynod or 1921 rer.oved the di.sturb:!.ng 
WO!'ds fror. the consecration pray·r. 6 

This is Gould's account of w1 at hqppenod, wr1.ttrn two years 

aftor th~ controversy had cndedo He represented the rasult 

as a compron.1se, and o corr1pro-n1se it was 1n thnt tha invocation 

was retained, but in a V:lgtter and reduced form. The bishops ' 

r rm and unequivocal statemant about the form and rnott'ont or 
eons~eration roeans , however, th~t the rot1onale or consec­

ration had not · bNm comp~omised by the ehange. The; whole 

section of the rite from §yra.cgrd& onwards wes l abelled 

COtJSI!.CRATlGN - there was no 'momont • specially !?mphasi.sed .• 

l.For di~eussion of this rubric see iofra, P• l9~f. 
:.:: . It is printed in the cfficial. report or Synod: ctuu:e; 
Ch£9Di~Bf' Vol.XVIIIt p.3se. 
, oSeG --~It P• 1~1# 
·~.Th1.s is the l rctorla drnrt r1to. 
t . 'J:his obviously refers to the :'ntnl draft r:ite,(.irJ.ft.a1 pJH7S) 
-w'h.ieh -w·as not, however, issued till after tpi.seotilSYn d 
had met in 19219 and so could not. hav~ influenced the 1922 rite. 
G. Gould in Cbt:tgb Cbf9!'!i£l2t Vol. XXI, P• ?£16. 
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In every (~ther rc:'spect the rite of 1922 rnu~t h.tve seemed a 

triumph for the ~estornisin, party. The bishops ' stateMent 

~onsiderably modified thfl cotrrlr:teness of that triumph; end 

tho annmnes1s and invccatitm WCJre , in f::.ct, retr.tincd . Yet 

the report of the rpiscopal Synod from l!.'hich the bishops' 

statement bas been qucteo is compnrativcly obscure. The 

\:estGrn grottp might bn excused for thinkinp that they had \\10n 

th(" 1r case. 

The exci s1on of the t'vc off'entti.ng phrnsoa was the 

only change reade in the l9f::2 edition of the f,ltttront1:.:F 

~' and tbe anap: ors in that edition is identical with 

the final (1.924/9) edition. l Som@ un1r.ipo!"tant amendments had 

yot to be made to the rest of the rite t<ut oth~rw1.se, apart 

rrom one or two experiments to be discussed in ~he next 

chapter, the revision or the rita was done. 
<e 

The~ reroa1ns one problem of 1nter~st and import~nce 

which is still unsolved, and at this point some attempt Jtust 

bo oade to evaluate the influence or :Bazeley and Gould upon 

the cc:.ursc or revision srtcr the pLbl1cat1on of f.rQI'S,iJ·i 

in 1913.2 There is ~ stronr and persistent tradition in 

the l rov1nee that they were la.rr,ely responsi.ble for the form 

the revised eucharistic rite has taken. Certainly they both 

defended the South African liturf.Y faithfully and loyally. 3 

Eishop Fisher has, 1n private conversation, rrivtrl it as his 

opinion that fhelps , his predecessor as ehni!'r.an of the Lit­

urgical Committee, t¥as much influenced by hazeley and Gould o 4 

There is PVidenee which i.ndicat<'s that there wa s e. very close 

association between r:helps end the authors of F£OQ9sgls• A 

copy of the I'J:&Hf'SHte4 r·srn which once belongr d to Gould is 

inscribed ' W1th the love and blessinp or F.n.Grnhamstown' . 

l.F~r the text of the fina nnnp~ora soe appendia • 
2.~is proble~ was really raised at tho end of Chapter ot 
but it has seen.ed best to resarve a full er discussion of i't 
till this point wh~n the relevant .facts h3Ve ooen set out. 
:-1. cr •. e . g. £hq;:c!J Chtoni,cl~, Vol.XVI,pp. 3~?.9 t 2ct , XVII , p. 23l, 
XVl!l, p.~l5, etc . 
1. •th s is confirr.:ed by the preface to the ! r c>poaeg I"S;;t~C of l Dlf , 
see 11Yirrfih PP·'ll f. 
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Phelps also scmt copies of th< 1920 od1ti6n of the A~.tetnst1xe 

.fswn to the oth<'r two,l and ha appears t(l hnve continued this 

p.r.actice for on 14 Dr:cember 19309 a.fter the t:ucht~r1.st1c rite 

had teen finally !1.xed, he sent Gould a cc,py or the revised 

Occasional Cffices. The cov~r1np letter runsa2 

~Y De~r Charles,_ 
• ~ot somo aavanee copies for use at the 

Episcopal Synod, and as there is th1s rne free I send i.t 
to you with cy love, anJ in eratitude for ~11 y(u have done 
1n the ti'~·tter or 1ov1sion. It ls, of course , r;u1te private 
till the copies are on nale •••••• 

The rev1s:f.on or the Cceos·lonol c ff1c~s lic-s • utsi ·'fo th(' scope 

or this stuuy and , tho~. ph there is resson to believe that 

Gould played some pnrt in thot phase of rovis1on ··:lso, this 

letter is quoted only to 1nd1eate how closo Gould was t.o 

~helps throu~hout the wholr. course or the early h1stcry of 

the South African ~rayer Foo~. 

Fhelps appar~ntly toot~ pains to l"eep Gould inferr ed 

or the proceedings of 1rov1ne1al 3ynod where these affected 

the f~ayer Book. Gould was not a ~ember or the Synod either 

in 1919 when the first 4J.'tqrpativ~ Form was ~ipprovod , or in 

1924 when the final fer~ was passed for the first ti~e . Phelps •s 

telegratn to Gould after the passsrre of the 1919 form has al ­

ready been quoted. a en 14 November 1924 fhelps again w1re4 

Gould from Cape Town• saying, 1Alternat1ve Form passed Synod 

as printed thus fixed for next five years.• There 1s no 

roo~ for dcubt that the association bet~een th~se three, fhelps, 

Eaze·ley, and Gould , was very close and continued over a long 

period of' time . 

There is no clear e?-1denee th~t Pazelcy had any 

more direct infltlenco upon the courso of revision. He was 

one of the assessors of 1919. Whether that ~eont that be 

played any great part in th(! fram1n;' or the rite is uncert­

I.fho copy sent to Goufd is in my possession, together with 
the earlier ono mentioned above. Tho copy sent to Enzeley 
is in the South African ~ublie Library. Both are inscribed 
as haV1nf been presented to the o~ners by lhelps. 
2. This letter 1a 1n the Gould Collection in St l aul • s Coll efe· 
Library. 
s. Sypr&i, P• n .. 1-
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ain; but it is unlikely that the assessors were very 1nflu­

ential.l A letter written tc the CbY£gb Chron&Slt2 spoke 

of being 'grateful to Mr Bazeley and the Diocese of Grabams• 

town for putting things 1n motion' but this 1s probably a 

r eference to .froms&J.I and th,, Grahamstown Sacred Synod of 

191?. Bazeley CQ.rta1nly re~::ained keenlsr interested in the 

work of revision lonr after 1917 and he, 11~e Gouldt vas 

in the rorofront of the controversy over tho invocation. 

Uhen Bazeloy went to •ngland fer· nine months in 1921, his 

~2Sn£! 'l;f.1PQIUl at St i't.tul' !i Colle.ge • had tc, handle a certain 

ar.otmt of c·orrespondence addressed to ·.4arden .\jazeley. When t 

however , l discovered that any letter dealt with revision 

! t was, or course, re•addresse4 to him 1n l~glend. Cf these 

letters I only remember a long ono from Fr. Hill , C.R. •••• 

protest1n? stronyty against tbe epiklcsis.•3 But this, aga1n1 

1s proof of no ~~re than interest 1n the wor~ ot rev1sion; it 

cannot bf' held to prove that Bazeley ,.,as diree tly responsible 

tor the shape that revision took in any P3rtieular. 

It i s true that there are sever:ll books in St hml t s 

Collage l1brary4 inscribed: 

This book vas used by the nevd.J .s.Sazeleyt third vJarden 
of the College, in the compilation of the s.A. L1turr,y, 
which was shaped within the walls or this Colleee. 

1'hese books were probably given to the Colleye
1
a.fter Bazeley's 

deat~ by GouJd . into 'Vlhooe possoss!on they had passed.s The 

inscription is not in Gculd 's hand, but in the same hand as 

the date and shelf mnrk filled in when the book was put into 

t he library. Tho books certainly did belong to Dazeley and 

boar his cnaraeteristie signature on the flylGaft but the 

inscription is quite valueless historically. Not only was 

it mado twenty years aft~r the events referred to, but one ot 

i.,ii~£i.t pp. 11.3~ I . O . . 

2.Vo ,xvi (1919), p.269 - a letter rrom Canon M.c.Hodson. 
3.-~' xtroct fromea private letter to t:e from the Rt. Rcvd. B. w. 
~e~cey, sometime bishop of Labombo. 
4. For ~ 11st of t he books s~e appendic 7, 1D,£i• 
5. See .tn~.f..lh pp. :J.J6f. 
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the boo~s so grandiosely inscribed - a copy of the American 

Prayer Book - was not printed until 1929, the year that 

the South African liturgy became finally canonical. To 

speak of the South African liturgy as having been shaped 

within the walls of St Paul's College is in any case ridicu­

lous, though the anaphora of Proposals rright quite properly 

be so described. Nost of the books \vhich bear the inscrip­

tion were indeed used by Bazeley and Gould in their work on 

Proposals and are listed as authorities in that pamphlet. 

The inscription vTas probably the product or a librarian Is 

flo1-rery imagination and is no more than a variant of the 

tradition which attributes the South African liturgy t o the 

authors of Proposals. It may be the result of a mistaken 

identification of Proposals with the Alternat ive Form but 

it must be discounted as evidence of Bazeley's part in re-

vision. 

If there is nothing to show that Bazeley played 

any direct part in the shaping of the rite, there is but 

little more evidence of Gould's influence after Proposals 

had been published. It is clear that the anaphora of the 

Proeosed Form of 191£ was taken from his article Revision 

of the Euchsristic Canon,1 but hardly any part of this 

anaphora, except those parts which were taken from 1662, 

has survived in the final form of the South African rite. 

Much has been said of the inscription written in Bazeley's 

books; th~re is an inscripti0n in one of Gould's books 

'"hich, vlhile it can hardly be said to be evidence, may be 

more significant for a true understanding of the situation 

than the formal inscription which attributes the shaping 

of the South African liturgy to Bazeley. Gculd had a 

habit of filing press-cuttings, letters, and notes in the 

books to which they referred, and he scribbled many 

cross- r ererences and comments on flyleaves and margins. 

1. Supra, pp.fof 
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These are nearly always roughly written in pencil, but on 

the flyleaf of Dowden ' s Workmanship o£ the Praxer Book Gould 

inscribed a l ong quotation. l t is no scribble this time , 

but is written in black ink in a beautiful and f ormal copper­

plate hand, which is nevertheless recognisably Gould's. 

The writer has obviously been a t great pains t o make the 

inscription as neat and as careful as possible1 and it must 

have meant somethinr of importance to him. This is what 

Gould wrote: 

"We have done a good deal of business with Prayer-Book 
revision, though I could not get my points carried. 
I wish I was readier in argument and more persuasive, 
as I am often right when others are wrong and cannot 
get enough votes to carry things." - John Wordsworth t o 
his wife in E.W.\vatson's Life,- p.376. Compare Dowden ' s 
little influence on the successive Scottish revisions . 

Whether Goul d realised how appo~ite this quotation was t o his 

o'Wil case or not, the comparison which he drew be~reen Words­

worth and Dowden might well have been extended to the authors 

of Proposals ~nd the part they played in South African revision . 

Inevitabl~ and rightly the nawes of Bazeley and Gould are 

linked with the revised liturgy. The tradition which holds 

them responsible f or the f orm it t ook, dies hard; yet there 

is very little concrete evidence t o substantiate it. The 

full truth which lies behind the tradition it is impossible 

now to discover . 

I f Bazeley and Gould did not devise, they certainly 

approved the Alternative Form. The letter ~hich they wrote 

in reply t o criticisms of Proposals indicates that they were 

very soon prepared to accept something much l ess radical 

than the anaphora attached to their p·· mphlet . 2 Gould 's 

later pamphlet, Revision of the Eucharistic Canon, marked a 

further modification of his views.3 His memorandum t o Epis­

copal Synod in 1927 is a compl ete acceptance of bishop Frere ' s 

l.Where there are t\vo consecutive "s' s", for instance, the 
second is always written as an "f" without the cross- stroke . 
2 . Supra, p. ~~ 
3. Supra, p. g-0 
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p~tt<.~rn for i\t1Fllcan ~naphoras. l 1lcvartheless wen Bazeley 

and G<.uld attooptod to defend the l9lr' Pito they both 

returned to the theories advanced by \{ .c .Bishopt2 In this 

th·- y rer.1o1ned consistent, '1nd, indeed, Bazeley' s views sGeftl 

to havo changed less than Gould's. In 1920 Eaz ley was. 

still reiterating the argument he had used in frop9sals and 

at the Sncred Synod or 1917 .. that our l?rd ' s cor:r!land 'do this ' 

included by impl1eat1on ' give thanlfs•.3 He \waz st11J. insisting 

th3t th<: invocation was a universal feature of the pr:1:r1t1ve 

liturgies and that its 'normal ' r12ee was after the na~rative 

o! the institution. 4 In 1921, 1n nn article entitled L1tur.g1cnl 

R£v~s1on ~D tn£ Anelicgp Cot-un1on,5 he referred to w. c . B1shop, 

stressed tha need ror logical order in the anaphora and the 

essont1Jl char~cter of the th nksgiv1ngs 9 including them 

again w,. thin the ter!ts of the Dominicol ' do this'. This 

artiele defended the anapbcra or the 41ter~ative FQ:m or 1919, 

an anaphora a~ differe~t fron that or fronosals as cholk is 

rro~ cheese, tor from 1919 onwards the South African consec­

ration prayer was :really on er bod1ment or Frere ' s patte.rn for 

a revised f~g11can rite. Eut ~ozeley eont1nued to advocate 

1ts adoption by the rrovinee with the some argu~ents nieh 

he had used 1~ Fr_opgsal§• In theory • then, 13azel ey an:-i Oould 

continued to advocate the theoloey or consocration put tor­

ward. in froRosalg• but in practice they concoded that an 

Anglicon revision of the consecration prayer was not l1Y.ely 

to b~ so radical as that which they had originally proposed. 

(Bazeley) f.. p.3~ (Oould). 
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Chapter Six. 

The rest of the story is straightforward and simple. 

Episcopal Sy• od made the significant decision to omit the 

'disturbing ' phrases from the invocation on 15 November 1921. 

Four days later a new draft-liturgy was published in Durban. 

A covering letter attached to the draft described it as the 

work of the ' Natal Committee ' . This must have been the same 

committee as had been ' constituted subseauen~y to the dis­

cussion ••• at the recent Clergy Conference' and had commiss­

ioned Darragh to draw up the Natal petition.1 The draft 

r~te was apparently sent out to a nu~ber of people, thou~h 

few copies of it now exist. The ~overing letter, signed by 

Darragh, is addressed 'To the Clergy of the Province of South 

Africa and extra-Provincial Students of' Li turf,'iology. ' It 

begins by stating that the intention of the Natal committee 

•.os to ask for critic isms and suggestions before the draft was 

submitted to the bishops. The liturgy itself, like Darragh's 

cov~,ring letter, has an imposing title;- 'An Alternative Lit­

urgy or Order for the Celebration of the Holy Eucharist and 

Administration of the Holy Communion, Set f orth by authority 

for use in the Church of the Province of South Africa. 192- ' .2 

The blank in the date indicates that the latter part of the 

title reflects the hopes of those who framed the rite, rather 

than its factual status. :Horeover a note printed in braclrets 

at the top of the cover page reads: 

Draft of su. gested amendments to be presented to the Co~~­
ittee of Bishops which has been appointed to reconsider the 
Alternative Form of 1920. The Amendments are incorporated 
in the text to fac ilitate a dec ision on their suitability 
and appropriateness . 

The liturgy was quite obviously, then, without official standing 

in the province. It was strictly a revision of the 1919/ 20 

l.Cf. supra, p.13?>{. 
2.The parr.phlet was printed by John Singleton & Sons of 
Durban, and is undated. The covering letter is dated 19 
November 1921. 
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Alternative Form and not a fresh adaptation of the 1662 Book; 

yet it was a drastic revision of the Alternative Form in many 

ways . 

The order of the proposed rite was: 

Invocation of the Trinity, 
Psalm XLIII (with the antiphon arranged as versicle and 

response ) , 
Either the penitential section from the B.c.P. or a short 

confession based on the Sarum and Roman models but 
without i nvocation of saints, 

Lord ' s Prayer, 
Prayer from the Sarum rite, ' Take away frore us all our 

i ni quities • • ' , 
Collect f or Purity (really a reduplication of the preoeding 

prayer ) , 
Decalogue, ninefold Kyries, or SuRmary of the Law(Fr om 

Deut.v1.5. and Lev. xix. f .) 
Collect, epistle, and gospel, 
Creed, 
Offertory Prayer ( similar to prayer in present South African 

rite ), 
Prayer f or the Church (greatly al tered ) , 
Sursym corda, Preface, Sanctus, and Benedictus, 
Consecration Prayer (revised ) , 
Agnus, 
Prayer of Humble Access or ' Lord,I am not worthy etc.' , 
Communion , 
Prayer of Thanksgiving, 
Gloria i n Ex~els1s, 
Versicle aod response, 'Let us depart in peacG etc . ', 
Blessing. J. 

The consecration prayer of this rite is specifically 

skated by rubric to begin i~mediately after the Benedictus . 

The sanctus is in its 1662 f orm, ending 'Glory be to Thee, 

0 Lord Most High ' , and is followed by the Benedictus and Hosanna. 

Since the Natal committee obviously thou~ht of the Sanctus 

a.Bd Benedictus as quite distinct fron1 the consecration prayer 

it is not surprising to find that the opening words of the 

prayer do not echo the closin~ words of the Benedictus . In­

stead the prayer starts with the phrase used in the 1919 Form, 

' ~11 Glory and Th~nksgiving be to Thee • • • • The first 

part of the Natal prayer is exactly as the prayer is printed 

in 1662, exceJ)t that it has the f,hrase 'to ta~ e our nature 

l.This rite has several points of similarity with the 
Pretoria rite ( see supra, p. 161 ) , but there is no evidence 
of direct dependence. 
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upon Him ' , and the invocation is amended to read; 

Hear us, 0 merciful Father, and gracious ·l y send down Thy 
Holy Spirit upon these Thy creatures, that He may make 
this bread the precioss Body, and this wine the precious 
Blood, of Thy Son, our Saviour Jesus Christ, according t o 
His holy institution - Who in the same night ..... 

This invocation was taken, with very few changes, from the 

Liturgy of S. John Chrysostom.l The whole part of the prayer 

corPesponding to the 1662 consecration prayer is printed 

in capital letters and concludes with a-o' Amen '. Then 

:f'ollo~rs the rest of the anaphora of the 1919 Form, printed 

as a separate prayer and in ordinary type . The second 

invocation was changed to read: 

and we hu..mbly beseech Thee t o pour Thy Holy Spirit upon 
us and upon these Sacred Mysteries of Christ's Body and 
Blood, to the intent that we may fruitfully receive the 
same and be fulfilled with Thy grace and heavenly bene­
diction. 

Then ' Amen ' is said again before the rest of the prayer is 

recited . 

The implications of this rearrangement of the 

consecration prayer are important, especially \~en they are 

compared with the argument Darragh had put forward in 

Considerations. There is obviously a very different a pproach 

to the theology of consecration . Since Darragh signed the 

covering letter which went out with the draft rite, it is 

covenient to re~ard him as the author of the rite. No doubt, 

officially, both Considerations an.d the draft liturgy were 

the v10rk of the Natal committee; but Dar ragh a r pears to have 

been at least the moving spir] t behind both pamphlets. 'l'he 

important thing, however , is not the authorship so much as 

the marked change in attitude . The committee(which probably 

means Darragh) had changed its mind, for the Natal draft 

rite does not appear to regard the words of Institution as 

alone consecratory. The whole of the prayer from 'All Glory ' 

l ,. Cf. the invocation fr om S. Ch':'ysostom quoted in Considerations, 
p.Sn . and in Brightman - 11.turgies Easter;~ and Western,pp.3f6f. 
For the text of the whole draft anaphora see appendix 5 infr§. 
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to the end of the narrative of Institution is printed in 

capital letters. The rubric directing the f orm for supple­

men tary consecration is identical with that of the Alter­

native Form of 1919, prescribing the use of the whole prayer 

from 'Hear us, 0 merciful Father ' to 'Do this as oft as ye 

shall drink it in remembrance of me.'l Remembering the 

importance which Darragh had attached to the rubric in the 

1919 form ~Je can hardly doubt that he intended it t o define 

the ' form of consecration• . 2 It is, therefore, of the highest 

importance to note that this form of consecration included 

the invocation 'Hear us, 0 merciful Father', in i.ts new 

shape. It is,in wording though not position , an invocation 

of the Greek type, so t hat the f orm of consecration in the 

Natal rite is not the words of Institution alone, but these 

words together with the amended invocation . The only diff­

erence between the Na.tal rite and the 1919 f orm is the 

position of the invocation and tbe fact that the Natal i n ­

vocation is itself far more precisely worded and f ar more 

' Eastern'. 

It is ,.;orth notine that the Natal rite does not 

solve the time-sequence problem. In altering the wording of 

the 1662 invocation on a Greek model it has removed from the 

invocation any sense of futuri ty and makes it a prayer f or 

present ac tion. Cranmer's 1549 invocation avoided that 

implication by specifically relating the prayer for the 

descent of the Holy Spirit t o the words of Institution -

' With thy Holy Spirit and word vouchsafe t o bless and sanc­

tify these thy gifts ••• •. 3 Darragh's criticism of the in­

vocation of 1919/ 20 might be alleged in return against the 

Natal rite. In the latter there is a very stro:o.1gly worded 

l . But of course the meaning of parts of that prayer had been 
altered. 
2 . Cf. supra, pp . 1~6" 14q 
3 .Cf . Dowden- The Workmanship of the Praver Book, (2nd.Ed.) 
pp. 4fff. and see the text of the Natal anaphora in appendix 
5, infra . 
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invocation which, taken at its ~ace value, seems t o speak 

of consecration being effected at the moment o~ its recitat­

ion. This invocation is then followed by the words of Instit­

ution. Because the Natal committee used a Greek model rather 

than :1.549, all they have managed to supgest is that consec­

ration is already effected before the recitation of the 

narrative is even begun. I f the words •that He may make etc.' 

had been used at any other point in the prayer by the official 

revisers of the province, they would certainly have been 

interpreted in this absolute sense by Darragh and his supoort-

ers. 

Tne other point of interest is the · ~~en ' after 

the second invocation - now a prayer for fruitful reception. 

Compare with this Darragh's remarks about the South African 

invocation. 

The epiclesis in the •••• Alterna tive Form is an exceJ lent 
preparation for consecration, but no form of Consecration, 
known to 'East or \vest, follo,~s . No pause is made to ac}-now­
ledge a great act of God the Holy Ghost. The service goes 
on without the faintest sign by word or act, that Our Lord 
has vouchsafed His Sacramental Presence - not so much as 
an ~.1 

To have introduced the Amen after the aP",ended invocation, no\v 

not to be regarded as in any way effecting consecration, is 

surely evidence of a thinking far more muddled than anything 

in the Alternative Form. 

1922, the year after the bishops' compromi~e and 

the publication of the Natal rite, seems t o have been, 

liturgically speaking, a quiet one, partly owing, perhaps, 

to the fact that it was also the year in which Darragh died.2 

The correspondence colur.~s of the Church Chronicle were freer 

from reference to revision than at any time since the end 

of the yar. Yet \'!ben Episcopal Synod met on 13 November 

1922 it almost incredibly attempted a further revision of the 

pro- anaphc.ra of the rite. The form that this revision took 

l , CoLsiderations, p.s. 
2.The date is incorrectly given in Historical Records, p.644. 
Darragh actually died on 22 November 1922. 
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shows the influence of the Pretoria and Natal draft rites. 

The first Lord's Prayer was omitted, and was replaced by an 

invocation of the Trinity and the antiphon to Psalm XLIII 

(but, curiously, not the Psalm itself). Proper offertory 

sentences for use at the greater festivals and an offertory 

prayer \¥ere provided. This prayer no'" appears in the final 

version of the rite and it has a curious history. Ultimately 

it derives from the En~lish coronation service and the 

Sarum Missa ~ro rege .l Gould nad advocated that it should 

be ~dcpted as early as l91S. 2 A version of it was included 

in the Natal rite, and from there it found its wa.y into the 

final form. A copy of the 1922 edition of the Alternative 

!Q!m, preserved in the files of the bishops of Kimberley, 

is interesting on this point. The prayer is tYritten into 

the printed form of the service in pencil, presumably by 

bishop Gore Browne who was bishop of Kimberley at the time . 

Bishop Gore Bro\<Jne wrote the prayer first in one fern: and 

la tc:r corrected it to c:mother, as though the wording \vere 

being worked over in synod. If this is what the pencilled 

noto means, it shows that members of Episcopal Synod as a 

\<Thole~ for the bishop was not a member of the Liimrgical 

Committee, took an active part in the details of revision. 

Various changes were also made in the Prayer ror 

the Church and the present versicle and response wer e inserted 

before the Prayer of Thanksgiving . These were taken frcm 

the R(~Vised Prayer Eook(Perr.:lissive Use )Measuee of 1923,3 

or, more probably, from its source in the ' Oranf':e Book '.4 

They did not appear in the English Revised Boo:.:- of 192f . 

Extra post-communion collects and several new prefaces were 

also added to the Alternative Fgrm of 1923. The only changes 

l.Pullan - The Book of Common F-rayer, ~ 3rd. Ed.), pS!Z· .. 
2.Church Chronicle, Vol.XV.p. 269 . 
3 . N. A~84, p. 68. 
4.Proposals fnr the Alternative Pra.Yer Book, Vol.I.,p. 51. 
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in the anaphora were the insertion of 'indeed' after 'All Gl ory 

and Thanksgiving' and the transference of the word 'made' 

fron; after the bracketed phrase in the first parafraph to 

before it. Both these changes were rescinded again in the 

following year . The 1923 edition seems t o have been purely 

experirnental.l It was described as •raddist ' by one critic 

and a great many of the changes proposed in it were abandoned 

for the final edition in 1924. 

Phelps, as convener of the Liturgical Committee , 

published a schedule of the chi. f of these alterations early 

in 1923. 2 He also reported that a cnpy of the newly revised 

experimental edition was t o be sent to tb.e committee of litur­

gical experts appointed by the archbishop of Canterbury Ln 

terms of the resolution of the Lambeth Conference of 1920.3 

The committ~ee was to be asked its opinion of the rite as a 

whole and also on certain particular points, the translation 

of the Gloria in excelsis, the method of consecration, and 

the position of the fraction. The Natal rite had made provision 

f or the 1greater fraction ' t · t· rnak either durine- the prayer 

of Oblation, i~rnediately after the words 'bounden duty and 

service~ or at the end of the Lord's Prayer. None of the 

official revisions up to and including 1922 had made any pro­

vision f or a fraction (other than the ' breaking ' directed 

amongst the manual acts ). In 1923 the words ' Then shall the 

Priest break the bread and •• ' were added to the rubric 

immediately after the Prayer o:f Humble Access . The bishop 

of Kimberley, whose pencilled notes on the 1922 edition 

have already been referred to, wrote a margin:J.l comment, ' Two 

fractions provided f or. The matter to be refe~red to the 

Con~ittee i n England.' After the Gloria h~ v~ote, ' TI1e Gloria 

l.'True to their policy of inviting sugeestions the D~shops 
collected a nQmber of changes in an edition put f orth f or 
purely experimental use in 1923.' Gould in Church Chronicle, 
Vol. XXI, p. 756. 
2 . I£id. , Vol. XX, p • . 120 
3.Ibid.; and cf. Report of the Larnbeth Conferenc~ (S.P.C.K.) 
19'2'o,'""" p. ~6 ? and Prayr·r Book Revision in the Churc of England , 
p . 51, for the te: .. t of' resolution 2P of the La:fGbeth Conference . 
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to stay as it is until the text is settled by scholars .• 

It has already been noted that Episcopal Synod had 

resolved to send a copy of the 1922 edition to the archbishop 

of Canterbury ' s 'Lambeth' cow.mittee. 1 At the time the 

South African Liturgical Committee had recommended; 

seeking advice from the Liturgical Committee appointed by 
thE: .b..!·c:hbishop of Canterbury, \'tith rogard to the Form as 
a whole, together with such questions as: 
(1) The Decalogue of (.gg,. 'or '] the Gospel Sunr.ary of the Law 
( 2 ) Seasonal sentences at the Offertory 
(3 ) Prayer at the offering of the bread and wine 
( 4 ) Addition[al) of a Memorial of Creation to the invariable 
Pr(.=face 
( 5 ) A Fraction at the Our Father 
(6 ) The rubric governing a further Consecration where 
necessary 
(7) Addition of a Prayer to the Holy Trinity before the 
Blessing. 2 

Bazeley had advocated the seeking of such advice as early as 

March 1921, when he wrote,that it was t o be hoped that, 1 the 

Archbishop's committee will tell us wbat is most important, 

what is less important, and what is positively undesirable.•3 

Yet, in spite of the resolutions of Episcopal Synod, there 

is no clear evidence that either the 1922 or the 1923 edition 

of the !lternative Form was ever sent to the ' Lambeth' comm-

ittee. And if either was sent, there is no evidence that 

the co~~ittee ever gave an answer. Frere quite clearly thought, 

in December l922(when there would ha.ve been a whol0 year for 

the first resolution of the Episcopal Synod t o have been put 

into effect) that the South African rite had never been sub­

mitted to the 'Lambeth' committee . 4 At that date there mould 

not have been time for the edition of 1923 ( i . e . the rite as 

amended by Episcopal Synod in Ncvember 1922 ) to have been 

sent to England, and it is just possible that the earlier 

edition was kept back till it could be sent with the later one . 

It would certainly be extraordinary if the bishops ' resolutions 

l.Supra, p. a6<g 
2. Report of the Li. turgical Co!Ulittee, I;ov. 1921, and cf. Church 
Chronicle, Vol.XVIII, p. 396. A prayer addressed to the Trinity 
is amongst the post-communion collects o:f the f inal f orm. 
~. Theology, Vol.II, p. l62. 
4.cf. J asper - ltialter Howard F'rere, p.235. 
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had never been carried out at all; yet it is quite c l ear that, 

Hhe ther Phelps sent the copies to England or not, no reply 

reached this country bsforo tho liturgy i.vas approved by 

Provincial Synod in 1924. Less than a year elapsed between 

the printing of the 1923 edition ru1d the f inal revision of 

the Alternative Form. no record of any reply from the arch­

bishop of Cant erbury 's committee is to be f 01md in the minutes 

of the one session of the Episcopal Synod which took place 

in the interval. No~ has any answer been kept amongst the 

papers of the Liturgical Cor.1mittee . Such an important document 

i..Yas almost bounJ t o leave some trace . It is just possj.ble 

that a reply was received at a much l s ter date; i f so, and 

it does not seem likely, it can have had no effect upon the 

South African rite. 

The Episcopal Synod r et to review the form f or the 

last ti~e early in November 1923. They rescinded a good many 

of the ex-perimental amendments made in the previous year. It 

seems e:Atraordinary that, when the forrt! had received I.·J'idespread 

SU!iport after the conpromise on the invocati on? the bishops 

should have embarked upon the edition of 1922 at all . Probably 

t hey wel"e anxious th;:;.t it should not be said that they had 

ignored the suggestions made in the Natal and Pretoria e.raf t 

:rites. Probably the bishops \vere not whole-hearted in desiring 

tha sort of amendPents proposed in 1823, and certainly the 

more radical of those rur.endments were unacceptable in the 

Province. The omi::;si(>11 of the first Lord' s Prayer, :for 

instance , sc:ems to have 'been altoget her too blatant a bi•eak 

with Anglican tradition. It was restored in t~e final i orm 

and so ,witi1 sorue additions f ro:m t~e 'Grey Boo?:: ' t was the 

191~~ version of the Prayer for the Church. The offertory 

prayt r, the seasonal offertory sentences, the second J.."raction"t· 

l .Cllu.J.~ch Chl onicle , Vol . XXI, p. 756. This is one of the 
rare instc.nces i n which English revision affec ted ·the South 
African form. For the nost part the 'Grey' 1 ' Greerl, and ' Orange ' 
Books i'rere published too late to have much :mfluenc e . 
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and the versicle a.nd response after ~he Communion, '\lrere the 

features of the experi.nental edition o:f 1923 vJh;.ch were r etained 

in the final form. Such slight changes as had been made in 

the anaphora for 1923 were rescinded again for 1924,1 and 

the bishops ' preface was reprinted unaltered in the final 

edition of the Alternative Form. 2 

The next move in the ratificat i on of the liturgy 

lay "Ti th the Provincial Registrar who towards th.e eno of 1924 

published a solemn and official definition of the canonical 

pot~ers of Frovincia.l Synod in matter s of revision and gave 

\ttarning th~t if Synod passed the new rite it woulG. become 

a part of Church law and would have t o be observed by the 

clergy under their oath of obedience and their declarations . 3 

Synod met in November . Phelps, still bishop of Grahamstown, 

' moved in a most lucid speech that a general consent be given 

to the AlternQtive Form. ••• After a full discussion this was 

agreed to \'lith only one dissentient. 14 At this point a Natal 

clergyman, 5mcved a resolution exptessirtg loyalty t o the 1662 

rite. This \\'as also passed by Synod. 6 For at any rate the 

next five years the form ;,ras official and could. r10t be altered. 7 

In 1929 Provincial Synod again approved the Alternative Form, 

this time without there being any need for discussion at all.8 

As it had now been passed by two successive sessions the form 

could only have been further amended by opening the whole 

l . See appendix 6 infra f or the anaphora of 1922, 1924, & 1929. 
2.~11 Al"tcrnB.tive Form e tc , , (S.P.C.K .. 11 1924), pp . 3-7, ' Notes 
on the Revision' and see supra, p. 
3. Church C'~ronicle, Vol . XX:I, p . 420, and cf. Constitution & 
Canons (19f>O) , p. 44. f or the oath and declarat i ons. 
4.Ch~1rch Chronic1c , Vol. XXI, p . 792 & cf .Historical Reco~,p.199. 
5. Thc Rcvd. Mr. Porter, according to the Eastern Province 
B~rald for 13 November 1924. 
6. For the text of the resolution see suPra, P· '7 
7. See Phelps ' s t vlegraru supra, p.17o 
8. IJ,?.storical Records, p. 292. 
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process again de novo. The liturgy was fixed . 

The final confirmation of the rite by Provincial 

Synod in 1929 did not, of course, silence all criticism of 

it. In 1938 the Liturgical Cor~ittee received a letter 
• 

from a member of the Community o.f the Resurrection which 

claimed that the ~ro rubrics in the rite directinp a 'breaking 

of the bread' had resulted in confusion.l In 1945 

a correspondent from Rhodesia, obviously under great stress 

as a result of the war, submitted a completely new f orm for 

an anaphora, a form which has no great liturgical merit . 

In the same year a priest in the diocese of Bloemfontein 

sent in a lengthy criticism of the invocation and threatened 

to reopen the vmole matter in Provincial Synod at the end 

of the year. Only the intervention of the archbishop (Dr. 

Darbyshire ) and the practical difficulties involved2 appear 

to have prevented him from carrying out his threat. In 1950 

three students from St Paul's College submitted a further 

scheme for revising the liturgy which shows obvious signs 

of having been inspired by Dom Gregory Dix ' s Shape of the 

Liturgv~ Of all the criticisms of the South African rite since 

it became part of the official use of the Province the most 

recent and the most publicised has been Dean Synge 's, already 

referred to earlier in this study.4 Like most of the other 

criticisms it is directed at the invocation. It may well be 

l.Another letter on the same point 1vas received in 191:5. There 
is no real need f or confusion. Even on the 'WestF-rn' inter­
pretation of the rite, the first ' hrealring' COi"'.es before con­
secration is complete, it is pa.rt of the comr.1ernoration of the 
passion and institntion. There i s only one Fraction of the 
consecrated host. 
~.1945 t..ras the year in ~.-Jhich the \<Jhole Prayer E-: ol~ was approved. 
3.In 1950 the B ok was approved a second time so the students' 
scheme t·ras understandably ignored. 
4 . Supra, p . 1 ~~ Dean S~tnge 1 s article is a series of ?musing and 
trenchant remarks on the Province as a whole. Its value as 
a serious study of the l~turgy may be assessed fron the following 
remark; 'The parts of the r evision that have been made rnost 
recently can the most readily stand scrutiny. This i s not 
entirely due to the fact that latterly the Liturgical Committee 
included others than Bishops'. In fact it ua.nnot be a t all 
due to this . Non-episcopal members were first appointed in 
1945 the year the Book was first passed. It was passed ~gain 
without material amendment at the second successive sess1on 
of Provincial Synod, in 1950. ( cf. ~UI.) 
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that the real root of the hostility aeous ed by the South 

African second invocation is that the rite is not committed 

t o any one particular school of 1churchmanship ' , f or in its 

wording the anaphora is unquestionabl y the result of comprom­

ise - and not of one compromise only, but of a series of 

continual adjustments between different views. 

Three things have made South African revision a 

process of accomodation. First; revision has been planned 

to achieve uniformity. I t is true that the uniformity aimed 

at has always been· one ~hich has allowed a choice between two 

alternative rites, 1 but, with this modification, one of the 

aims has been a uniform use within the Province . The Anglican 

Church, with the emphasis which it lays upon· its national 

cha.racter,2 is perhaps particularly prone t o emphasise 

national uniformity. The Book of 1662, itsel f an appanage to 

an Act of Uniformity , was thf: basis of' the South African re­

vision and the norm by which the revision was t o be judged. 3 

The South African Book is an alternative t o it and is to be, 

used, as far as each service is concerned, as a complete alter­

native . Mixing of the t,.;o books in one office is explicitly 

excluded4and so , by implication, is any serious departure 

from either book. It is ~10rth noting that, since the final 

confi rmation of the whole South African Prayer Book in 1950, 

the sections which permitted modifications of the 1662 Book 

have been withdravm from the Canons. 5 

Secondly; the conservatism of the vast majority of 

Christians in matters of worship has from the first controlled 

revision in South Africa. 6 The bishops in particular, at any 

l .Cf . the preface t o the South African Prayer Book (o.u. P.-1950) 
2 . Cf. Article XXXIV of the Thirty Nine Articles. 
3.Constitution and Canons, ( l950 ) 1p. l2. And, of courset the 
1662 rite was, in a sense, t\>TO alternative rites depending on 
the use or orn1ssion of the Prayer of Oblation. 
4 .With one important exception, see infra, p. 'f~ 
5. Supra, p. , 8o. '" l>i"a.chc~ 1 ~owe.-e<1 there is some unauthorised 
departure from both rites. Probably 1662 is nowhere used in 
its entirety for the Eucharist. · 
6. See chapter one, supra,o4 



:1E7: 

rate in the early days, favoured as little change as possible. 

It was, perhaps, inevitable that the events vmich accompanied 

the disestablishment of the Church should make conservatism 

such a pm.verful factor in South African liturgical history. 

To this factor we owe the continuance of 1662 as the primary 

official rite of the Province and the fact that so few of 

the congregational parts of the services have been altered 

in the alternative book. 

Thirdly; there was , of course, a large body of 

opinion which desired revision of some kind, but which was 

not agreed as to what it should involve. Such a division of 

opinion was bound t o result in a revision which would be 

a process of perpetual compromise and adjustment. 1 The only 

alternative would have been an absolute aomination of revision 

by one man. In South Africa the course of disestablishment 

had made constitutional synodical government necessary; and 

in a Church governed by assemblies of elected persons· liturg­

ical absolutism was out of the question. 

It has already been shown that in the first stages two 

quite distinct models were exhibited as the norm to which the 

eucharistic rite should conform. There was W.C.Bishop's 

pattern f or the anaphora, towards which Bazeley and Gould and 

the GrahamstO\m (!roup continually vrorked. In this view the 

anaphora ought to have been a prayer of thanksgiving enumeratinp 

all God 's great acts of salvation wrought upon man , and includ• 

ing certain features subsequently introduced into the pattern;­

the narrative of the Institution, the Oblation, and the 

Invocation.2 As against this there was the view or bishop 

Frere which, \vhen considerationsof conservatism weighed most 

with the South African bishops, supplied them with the best 

scheme for amending the eucharistic liturgy. Frere's pattern 

1. See Dix on the relationship bGtween the Roman and G·~llican 
rites in Shape of the Liturgy(2nd.Ed.) , pp. 578ff. and Maxwell 
on Calvin in Outline of Christian Worship,pp.ll7ff. 
2.C£. •Certt in phrases and ideas, such as oblation, .have becorr.e 
universal, and a place must be fotmd f or them on pa1n of appear­
ing to despise the Church of Christ.• -Proposals, p.l. 
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was not a pattern of thanksgivings. He saw the anaphora, 

rather, as being constructed r ound three main verbs ; -

' t o thanl'c" ~. (corresponding in Anglican liturgies with the 

commemoration of the passion and, therefore, with the instit­

ution narrative ) , ' t o offer ' , and ' t o request '(i , e . the invoc­

ation).1 Such a view of the anaphora means, when it is 

applied t o the revision of the Anglican Prayer Book, taking 

the 1662 prayer of consecration and adding t o it certain 

'features ' of catholic or primitive provenance . The Altern• 

ative Form of 1919 shows the kind of anaphora Frere had in 

mind. 2 By the time the first Alternative Form was issued 

advocates of both these patterns were represented on the 

South African Lit~gical Committee. Phelps, the admirer of 

Proposals, was convener, and the other most prominent member 

of the committee was bishop Nash, a member of Frere's comm­

unity. In general terms. it is probably fair to say that while 

the underlying theol ogy of the rite was that implied by · 

W.C .Bisho~s hypothesis, the method of revision and the details 

of it were those provided by Frere . It was inevitable that 

this should be so. Both the conservatism of the bishops 

and the stress which had been laid upon the Eool~ of Common 

Prayer as a source of Anglican unity by successive Lambeth 

conferences, made it most unlikely that so radical a departure 

from Anglican tradition as the anaphora of Proposals should 

ever be adopted, 3 

It would be a mistake, of course, to rerar d these 

two patterns as mut:ually exclusive . It is obvious that, tho1~gh 

the rite of 1919 represented the high-water mark of Frere ' s 

influence, Bazeley and Gould welcomed it as a great advance 

in the right direction. 4 Frere ' s view of the proper frame• 

l.Frere - The Primitive Consecration Prayer, p. l2 & cf. D1x, 
a severe critic of Frere, in Shape of the Liturgy,pp. 209ff. 
2.See appendix 3 infra,and cf. Arnold ' s reconsruction of 
Frere's suggested anaphora in Anglican Liturgies, p. l95. 
3. For the L~mbeth resolutions Dee Pr ayer Book Revisi on in the 
C,of E,,pp .4~rr. The earlier resolutions are reflected in t he 
South African const l tution see Constitution & Canons (l 950 ) ,p. 7f. 
4 . StJPra , pp. 17 ~ If.. 
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work for the anaphora differs from W.C.Bishop's chiefly in 

that it places thankst:;iving, offering,and invocation on an 

equality; whereas Bishop regards thanY.sgiving a.s the central 

and dominating theme j_nto '\'lhich the other ideas have been 

inserted. To the ~ thors ot Proposal s Frere ' s pattern f or 

the anaphora was a secondary logical pattern which bad come 

to be superimposed upon the thanksgivings. 1 And Frere clothed 

his f'ratle'ltrork in more conservative language and desired t o 

use a more gradual ·method of revision than \•Tas suggested in 

Proposals, but there remains the point of contact. I t was 

poss5.ble to regard Frere's pattern as the prj.mi tive pattern 

of thanksgiving overlaid by 'ideas and phrases, such as 

oblation, [wh1.ch) have become universal •2 and may not be despised. 

It must be frankl y admitted that Frere' s was much the strongest 

single influence upon the rite, at any rate up t o 1919, and 

that the anaphora of the Alternative Form of that year might 

have taken very much the shape it did without the publication 

of Proposals, yet in the preface t o that very rite the bishops 

of the Province stressed the two fundamental points made in 

Proposals- thanksgivine ~~d logical order. 

After 1919, however, with Provincial Synod requesting 

a further consideration of the rite, th~ influence of Frere 

declined. Since the desire to achieve some sort of uniform-

ity in the province was one of the underlying principles of 

revision it was essential that the revised form should be 

generally accepted. In the face of the opposition from 

those, like Mr A'mstrong, who desired no departure from 1662,3 

and from those, like Canon Darragh, \-.rho felt that the new 

form was insufficiently •western '~ the bishops were almost 

bound to make some concessions. Though this is nowhere stated 

l . Supra, p. As-
2.Pr oposals, p,l. 
3. supra, p. (5 
4. Darragh' s vim.-Is are stated at lenrth in chapter five, supra. 
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in so many \'lOrds, it t<lOUld seem that the bishops were hoping 

to allay the fears of the first group by making the new rite 

a secondary alternative to 1662. In this they seem t o have 

been successful for Provincial Synod in 1924, \vhile it afflrmed 

its loyalty to 1662, accepted the Alternative For~ all but 

unanimously. The Westcrnisers were far more difficult t o 

placate . By 192~ they had succeeded in having the phrase 

'hallow this cblation' removed f rom the invocation and the 

1662 form for supplementary consecration provided as an altern­

ative to the form laid down in 1919, None of these diplomatic 

manouevres affected the interpretation placed upon the rite 

by the bishops, Even after the compromise of 1921 they con­

tinued to assert in their rreface that the theme of the consec­

ration prayer ought to be Thanksgiving. ThPre is no mention 

in the preface of invocation and but little of the nal!r ative 

of the Institution . Thanksgiving is the central and consec­

ratory idea. However much the details of the language ~ay 

have been shaped by compromise, the official interpretation 

of the rite was consistent. The bishops maintained throughout 

that the Alternative Form put into practice the bel~f that 

consecration was effected by Thanksgiving . 1 Neither Frere's 

influence nor the petitions from the clergy altered this 

official interpretation of the form. 

The interpretation was official. Even though the 

preface may have been drafted by Phelps in the first place 

(which accounts for the obvious influence of W.C.Bishcp)2 , it 

1.vas not his work alone. The Liturgical Co:cmittee sa1.·1 his draft 

and at least one of them, bishop Baines, made alterations 

to it. Episcopal Synod adopted this preface and caused it t o be 

l.In 1921 the bishops were still th "1 nking in terms of a series 
of thanksEivings - cf. their plan to ask thP 1 La!ribeth ' committee 
for advice on a memorial of creation. (Supra, p. 1~2 ). 
2.Cf. paragraph 3(1 ) of the preface with ' In all f our accounts 
that have come down to us we are t old that Our Lord did three 
t hings vdth flhe bread; (a ) he 'blessed' it, (b) he brake it, 
and (c ) he distributed it.' (Bishop in C.Q.R.Vol.LXVI,p.387. 
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reprinted. in the editions of 1020, 1922, and 1924 . That they 

did so deliberately, and not carelessly or by accident, r.aay 

be proved by reference to their statenent on the compromise 

over the :i.nvocation, in which they formally resolved that 

they believed consecration t o be effected by tha111-'"sgiving 

and not by any partj ct1lar part rf the consecr ation prayer . 1 

The bishops were not only the revisers of the rite, they were 

res~onsible for the authoritative publication of it . And 

w-hen they hed put-lished it, Provincial Synod gave its sanction 

to their form. The bishops ' preface was printed in the edition 

of the rite Provincial Synod confirmed in 1924 and 1929 -

an0 SynLd passed the rite 'as printed'.2 The idea in the 

mind of W.C.Bishop and expressed in an obscure article 1n 

the Church quart erly Review half a century ago, became the 

mind, not only of the framers of the rite, but of the bishops 

who 'set it forth ' , and of the Province which sanctioned it. 

The rite is accused of being muddled in its form 

of C0!1secration. 3 But these objections are only valid i f one 

holds that the rite possesses, what the b~shops maintained 

that it did not possess, a moment of coneecration . There can 

1. Suf2ra, p. 161 • At the same time the bishops 1-Tere also 
de termined to retain the ~1vocation because it was a commem­
oration of the ¥.ely Spirit in i~ propGr place in the pattern. 
2.See Phelps's telegram, supra, p.t7o • The members of the 
Sy-nod 1.vould also have seen the bishops' nore explicit statement 
referred to in the previ ous footnote . 
3. Cf. letters \'lritten to the Liturgical Co::mittee, ( supra,pp . tt?~~ 
and Dean Synge's article ( supra,pp. 1:!8-lt8s). Even Fre!"e though 
not in direct connection with the S. A. rite, described lHear us, 
0 mercifUl Father •• • as an 'intruded novelty ' which 'broke up 
the continuity of the rite. (The Anaphora,P•199.) cr. the 
Church of India,P~ristan,Burma,and Ceylon Report, Principles 
of Prayer Book Revision( p. 45) on the 'redundancY' of the s . A. 
canon. But cf. ' •• one ,.,ould be grateful if the stately exordiuo 
of the Pra.yer of Consecration that the South African Church has 
adopted could be taken over into our own. Indeed I could wish 
that further ~raft had been made on this source . ' C.H.Tu~ ner 
quoted by Nash in Church Chronicle,Vol , XX,p. 72. See also Ma}~rell­
Outline o f Christian '\'orshipl pp. 15ln.& 157. The S. A. phrase, 
'to t aJ.::e our nature upon Him has been taken over into the 
Indian Litt~gy (Arnold-Anglican Liturgies,p. l44. ) the Ceylon 
rite, and t he rite of South India(sec Garrett - Liturgy of the 
Church of South India,p.64.) , in the 'Grey Book', and by Hardman 
i~ his PrayGr Book f or 1949. 
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b::: no objection to tvm i.nvo~ations u..nless one beJ.i9ves that 

consecration is effected by one of them ulone. There can 

be no object:lo:n to the langu3ge of the second invoaation 

unless one believes that consecration is cor'lplcted by the 

\·lOrds of Insti tntion alone, or by those ·words a.Yld the first 

invocation. I :t one :ls prepe.red t o leave aside the idea of 

a ' moment of consecration' then those thi.YJ.gs -vrhich might se:sm 

muddled, unnncessary, or untheologtcal are seen to express 

a very clear theology - a theology '.vhich held that 'vlhen thanks­

givjng has bee~ offered in prayerful trust that God's power 

,.fill accomplish b:i.s purpose~ 1ve then car. securely believe 

in the P .. ·esence of Our Lord in the Euch:::trist ••• '1 Not all 

liturgical scholars have fe l t that the South African rite 

is r:mddled and obscure. 2 S1•awley, \vhile obviously unhappy 

about the two invocations, is much more cautious than some 

South African critics have been, ~1d draws a parallel on this 

point 1'li th sor:1e of the l1ozarabic masses. 3 Canon Lowther Clarke 1 s 

vie,is are sil:!dlar to those of the South Afric~.n bishops . 'For 

myself, ' he wrote,'I prefer the view that the Prayer of Con­

secration as a whole effects Consecration.•4 Holding this 

view, he go~s on to say; 

But I see the f0r ce of the objection that since 1552 Consec­
ration has been identified in Enfflish minds with the Words 
of Institution, and that to throvr doubt on this is most 
disturbing. Those who lanent t ho maimed Canon of 1662 
ought not to be told that they must contir~uc as they are 
or else accept vmat seems to them a~ Eastern view of Con­
secration. The modification which would unite the Anglican 
Communion most would be one en American or South African 
lines. 

After commenting briefly on the American f orm of the invocation 

and claiming that the South African form is even better, Lm·rther 

Olarke continues; 

The difficulty about the form of reconsecration would then 

1. See §Upra, p. 16 7 
2.See also views quoted in footnote on previous page. 
3.in LiturgY and Worship, p. 348. 
4 .Article in Theology Reprints, No.12. - The 1549 Canon(reprinted 
from Theology for February 1933), p.ll. 
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disappear; but to obviate all possible scruples it would 
be \vell to add a rubric that it :J.s sufficient to use the 
1662 words. 

These comments she\~ th~t a scholar holding the sa.t'e theology 

of consecration as the South hfrican bishops arrived at the 

sa.r.tJ.e solution o:f the problem. In the article from ,11hich these 

extracts have been quoted Lowther Clarke was ~ttempting to 

find some way of expressing his own theology without alienating 

those who held a rather different view. This is exactly the 

same problem as the South African bishops had to face. Lowther 

Clarke's solution is to adopt a form such as the bishops 

adopted in this country, even in the case of a second consec­

ration. This suggests that the rite devised by the South 

African bishops is not the result of compromise for the s~~e 

of compromise but is exactly the form likely to be framed 

by thoso who hold a definite and clear theology of a particular 

kind, when faced with particular problems. 

Two points only might be used t o argue that the 

bishops were not framing the rite upon the theology which 

ha s been attributed to them - the rubrics directing the manual 

acts, and the rubric on supplementary consecration. Both 

these two points might conceivably be used to show that the 

South African rite was to be interpreted in terms of a 

' Western' theology of consecration. (Since the compromise of 

1921 no one could maintain that the rite was Ea stern in this 

respect.) But we have already seen that the rubrics directing 

the manual acts are unsatisfactory evidence for proving anything, 

and Lowther Clarke's remarks suggest that, i~ anything, the 

rubric on supplementary consecration proves that the bishops 

held neither the Eastern nor the Western view of consecration. 

It is interesting to note that he advocated adopt ing 'a rubric 

that it is sufficient to use the 1662 words', for this is 

exactly what the South African bishops had done. They directed 

that the priest was either to use the whole consecration prayer 

again fro~ the beginning of the first invocation to the end 
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of the second; or he is to use the 'Form provi4ed fer this 

purpose in the Book of Common Frayer•. It is to be noted 

that although the bishops are at pains to copy out the exact 

words to be used in the first case, they do not do so in 

the second. When in 1918 the bishops simply wished to use 

the words of 1662 they copied the rubric exactly. But the 

alternative form for supplementary consecration in the South 

African rite is specifically not this or that form of words 

singled out from that rite but the form used in the rite of 

1662, It is not the words used, as such, which matter. The 

words are in the oouth African rite still yet they are not 

referred to except under the title of the first official rite 

of the Province - the rite of 1662. What the rubric says, 

in effect, is 'or you may use the form for supplementary 

consecration from our other Prayer Book.' No doubt this 

alternative was inserted in t enderness to 'those w~o find in 

the recital of the words of institution the central moment 

of the service;1and for the convenience of busy priests with 

large numbers of communicants, 2 yet the \'lay in which the rubric 

has been phrased makes it evident that the bishops were not 

muddling3but were ma~ing a concession ~mich did not conflict 

with their clear and coherent theology. The rubric is simply 

an extension of the principle recognised throughout revision 

that the rite of 1662 is 'a sufficient and completely catholic 

rite'4 and that the two Prayer Books are al ternative not 

l.Gould in Church Chronicle, Vol.XXI, p.756, and cf. Lowther 
Clarke, op, cit., p.l2. 
2.Some African churches do not possess a chalice or flagon 
large enough to ~1old sufficient "'Tine to co:mrnmicate their 
regular congregations. 
3.Coropare, for example, the real :uudd.ling and Eixing of the 
rite cf the Catholic Apostolic Ch"'.ll'ch( The Liturgy and Other 
Divine Gf.fices of the ChurchJ vlhich has the Su:· stu~ corda 
and a 'Preface' modelled on the anaphora of the Apostolic 
Constitutions, follo;-.red by thG Lord's Prayer in ·che place 
where it is usually found at the end of an anaphora. But 
"then comes a new head.ing,'The Consecr ation', consisting of 
two prayers. The first is an invocation, in Eastern terms, 
over tha 1)read alone, folJo-v:ed by the first purt of the words 
of Institution(complete with manual acts); the second is a 
similc:-tr invocation over t he cup a_.Y).d the secor.:.O. half of the 
words of Institution. 'After the Consecration' follows a form 
of anamnesis and oblation. 
4 .Resontion of Provincial Synod - Lt~~. 
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exclusive or contradictory; though it is also an exception 

to the other fundamental principle that the rites of the 

two books must not be interminpled but each must be used in 

its entirety. It is not the purpose o~ this study t o examine 

the rationale of the consecration prayer of 1662• - It is 

with the ract of that r ite tha t we are concerned, a rite which 

is canonical and which i s in use in this Province . Our con­

cern is to i nterpret the me~ing of the Al ternative Form and 

that can only be done in terms of the expressed intentions 

of the men vmo framed it, of the bishops who i ssued it, and 

of the Province which sanctioned and uses it. The rubric 

on supplementary consecration does not contradict, but,properly 

understood , confirms their expressed intentions . 

The bishops ' theology of consecration was that the 

whole of the Great Than~sgiving is the consecratory ' form •. 

So far as i t is possible to sho'-r what their eucharistic doct-

r i ne, in a wider sense, was this , t oo, can be seen t o pre­

suppose such a theology of consecration. The b : shops rerarded 

the idea of 'offering' or ' sacrifice ' as the ctftra.l theme · ,. 
i n all eucharistic theology. Tvrice in the short preface t o 

the Alternative Form they expound the meaning of the rite 

in terms of offering . Set out consecutively these parts of 

the preface give a brief but adequate exposition of the rite 

and an exposition which makes it clear how central was the 

belief that consecration is effected by than~sgiving . The 

language of the preface was enormously compressed and for 

a full understanding of its i~plications it is necessary 

to add comments and references to the sources from which the 

bishops drew some of their ideas. The relevant parts of the 

preface read; 

It i s important to bring out the fact that the Service of 
the Holy Communion is the great Thanksgivinp or Eucharist 
of the Church. In the four accounts of the Institution 
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t ::·e givinr of thanks by CU!'' Lord is as important a feature 
as the breaking of the bread or the words of administration. 
The Services which have come do\vn to us from the early 
centuries of Christianity, as well as those in use in the 
Churches of our Communion in America and Scotland, shov1 
by their structure that , if the example of Cur Lord is to 
be ~ollowed and we are to 'Do this in remembrance of ' Him, 
the note of ThanYsgiving must be sounded more clearly than 
in the Book of l661(our present Book). 

This note of Thanksgiving has ah•rays been represented 
in Christian Liturgies by the Preface •• leading up to 
the Sanctus ••• But in our Service after that point this 
note is not heard again till after the Communion, whereas 
in the older Services the chief facts of Our Lord's Life 
and Work are made the subject of Thanksgiving. 

In this revised Service the whole of the central portion 
from the Preface to the Lord's Prayer has been, by some 
very few alterations, thrown into a definitely eucharistic 
form. 

This revision of the Service in the direction of more 
definite thanksgiving, helps t o bring out the fact that 
the Eucharist has a Godward side as being the offering to 
God of a corporate act1of worship and praise. The Archbishops 
of Canterbury and York in their reply (1E97) to the attack 

l.The English translation of the archbishops' reply runs: 
•• we truly teach the doctrine of the Eucharistic sacrifice • 
••••• But we think it sufficient in the Liturgy ¥hich we 
use in celebrating the holy Eucharist - while ltfting up 
our hearts to the Lord, and when now consecrating the gifts 
already offered that they may become to us the Body and 
Blood of our Lord Jesus Christ • to signify the sacrifice 
that is offered at that point of the service in such terms 
as these. \ve continue a perpetual memorial of the precious 
death of Christ,~mo is our Advocate with the Father and 
the propitiation for our sins, according to his precept, 
until his coming again. For first we offer the sacrifice 
of praise and t hanksgiving; then next we plead and represent 
before the Father the sacrifice of the cross, and by it 
we confidently entreat remission of sins and all other bene­
fitsbf the Lord's Passion for all the whole Church; and 
lastly we offer the sacrifice of ourselves to the Creator 
of all things which we have already signified by the oblation 
of His creatures. This whole action, in which the people 
has necessarily to take its part with the Priest, we are 
accustomed to call the Eucharistic sacrifice. 

The archbishops went on to draw a paraller·between this scheme 
of sacrifice and the implications of the l anguage of the 
Roman canon. The offering in that rite is (1) of praise 
and thanksgiving;(2)the pleading of Christ's sacrifice coupled 
with a prayer that the elements may become Christ's Body 
and Blood; (3 )the offering to God of his own ' gifts and boons'; 
and (4 )the prayer that offerers and offering alike may be 
carried up to the heavenly altar. It is clear that by 
'sacrifice of thankseiving' the archbishops meant a g0od deal 
more than would be accomplished by the reciting of the General 
Thanksgiving, or even by the solemn singing of the Te Deum. 
(see Anglican Orders(~he Archbishops' Reply), pp.35ff. and 
cf. Brilioth- Eucharistic Faith and Practice (Eng.Tr.),pp. 
283f.) 
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made by the Pope on our status as a Church, emphasised this 
fact. Thanl{sgiving lifts us up in thought to God in Heaven, 
where the whole Church offers its worship continually. The 
present revision concentrates attention more upon the 
heavenly sphere where the worship of God is accomplished , 
than upon the earthly altar which is the symbol of the true, 
and the offering made in the Eucharist is seen to be that 
of the whole Church and not simply of the Celebrant.l 

At the same time the necessity of personal devction 
and the reality of the personal gift in the Sacrament of 
the Holy Communion are maintained unimpaired. . . . . . . -. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Thus the order of thought in the revised Service is as 
follows:-

F'irst by Confession and Absolution the congregation is 
prepared for the supreme act of worship. 

Then, in the ~reface, Sanctus and Prayer of Consecration, 
no longer interrupted by the Prayer of Humbaa Access, we 
lift up our hearts in an unbroken act of Praise and Thanks­
giving. 

And having completed this offering with the Lord ' s Prayer, 
we then prepare ourselves for the reception of the Holy 
Gifts by ackno,rledging our dnworthiness and praying that 
our communion may be for the benefit of our bodies 

l.This sentence is, in part, an adaptation of a quotation 
from Frere which had been included in the preface to the 
P;rgposed Form of 19lf. The earlier prefa.ce ran; 

The lack of Thanksgiving in our present service has had 
the further result of obscuring the Godward aspect of the 
Eucharist as a corporate act of Worship, and has concen­
trated attention upon 'the altar rather than on the heaven­
ly action; the consecration seems the work of the Celebrant 
to the exclusion of the offering Church'. (Frere ). 

Though the preface did not say so, the quotation is from 
Frere's Some Principles of Liturgical Reform,p . l93. In the 
original it is clear that Frere regards the offering of the 
1 Sacrifice of Praise and Thanksgiving' as accomplished upon 
the heavenly altar. The implication that consecration is 
effected by the Church's offering is not just chance. Frere 
seems to see consecration as accomplished just because offerer 
and offering are both caught up into the heavenly sphere,-
not by conversion, as it were, of Christ into bread and 
wine, but by the taking up of the elements into God. So 
offering and consecration are identical or simultaneous acts. 
That was why he objected so strongly to the idea that the 
Celebrant effected consecration and by the words of Instit­
ution alone . Frere made this point very clear in his review 
of the 1919 f orm.(Supra, p. 107 ) It is a point which seems 
to have been taken by the South African bishops. When in 
1922 the offertory prayer was added to the rite for the first 
time, that was the point in the service at which the ideas 
of 'blessing ' and 'offering ' first appeared, in spite of 
the fact that the heading CONSECRATION did not come t~ll just 
before the Sursum corda, bishop Gore Browne of Kimberley 
(see supra, p. t~o ) pencilled a note in his copy of the 
service form, 'The beginning of sacrifice ' . So firmly fixed 
had the idea become that 'offering ' and •consecration' were 
identical. It is worth noting also that bishop Chandler 
apparently thought of the invocation of 1919 as a prayer 
for the blessing of the act of offering. (See supra, pp. l18f. ) 
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and souls.l 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
In the Prayer for the Church Militant •••••••• we are 

reminded tha.t we approach God's throne not as individuals 
but as members of the mystical Body of Christ Our Lord.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
The reunion of the Prayer of Oblation with the Prayer 

of Consecration, followed by the Our Father maltes it clearer:­
(a) that we must first present Christ and His merits before 

God as the justification for our approach, 
(b) that we then present ourselves trusting in the merits 

of our Head, 
.(c) that having been thus lifted up into the heavenly 

sphere we can say the Prayer "that Christ taught us, 
(d) and last! because greatest privilege of all, receive 

Him Who ~s our Life. 3 
The Lord's Prayer is the greatest of all prayers, and 

contains in itself Worship, Intercession, Petition, Peni­
tence,and Praise. It is therefore specially suitable as 

l.Even, then; when the bishops are expounding the rite 
primarily in terms of reception and communion they are foll­
owing the same theme . Communion is fitted into the offering 
of the Sacrifice of Praise. 
2.The revised prayer for the Church is here shown as being 
a part and parcel of the ~mole act of offering for it serves 
as a reminder that the whole Church ( i.e . Christ) is offerer 
and, therefore, consecrator. The offerer is identified with 
Christ's own eternal offering of Himself in ' the heavenly 
sphere' because Thanksgiving lifts him up into that sphere. 
But, because Christ is the Head of the Church, the offerer 
is elevated not as an individual but as part o~ the corporate 
Body. (See also note infra, on Lord ' s Prayer). 
3.This passage, and the earlier one which so strongly emphas­
ised the idea of 'offering', led bishop Baines to comment, 
(see supra, pp,66---11o.11f.) ' Taken toge'ther~ is not the sacrif· 
icial aspect of the Eucharist somewhat camouflargedu? Also 
is not the statement that "No change is made in the doctrine 
of our Church" open to criticism on the ground that, while 
it may be true that no such change is made, there is a 
considerable altP.ration made in the prominence given repect­
ively to the sacrifice and to the communion. ' 
The claim that no change had been made in doctrine was part 
of the preface to the Proposed Form ()f 191E' and Phelps had 
intended to repeat it in the pre~ace for 1919. It was, 
however, omitted eventually and another paragraph on the 
doctrine of the rite substituted for it. (see infra.). Phelps 
was deeply hurt, as his comments on Baines 's notes show, 
by the charge of attempting to camouflage the sacrificial 
aspect of the Eucharist. Baines ' s very objections tend 
to show that the 'camourlage' cannot have been very success­
full It was very plain that the bishops thought of the 
rite primarily in terms of 'offering' or 'sacrifice', though 
the sort of sacrifice of which they spoke may not have been 
the same as that commonly associated with the late medieval 

'sacrifices of Masses.' Baines may well be right in maintain­
ing that the Alternative Form gave a new prominence to the 
idea of sacrifice . The preface to tha ... : form certainly 
lays all its emphasis upon that aspect. (It is interesting 
to note that in 1919 'camouflage ' must have been a very 
new and up-to-date word.) 
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as the conclusion of the solemn Prayer of Consecration, 
for it gathers up, in the highest form, all that has been 
prayed for therein.l 

The train of thought in the bishops' minds seems 

to have been somewhat as follows: 

The principal theme of the whole Eucharist is 'offering' 

or 'sacrifice'; 

In the Anglican Church the eucharistic sacrifice is thought 

of as one of praise and thanksgiving; 

But offering or sacrifice is not to be divorced from 

consecration - offering and consecration are identical; 2 

Therefore consecration (like the offering) must be one 

of praise and thanksgiving. 

So the whole of the bishops' eucharistic theology led logic­

ally to the belief that consecration is effected by a prayer 

of Thanksgivings. 

It is interesting to note that the recent report 

of the Church of England Liturgical Commission has listed a 

nmnber of new trends in eucharistic scholarship which have 

l ed them to desire a rather different approach to revision 

than was adopted in 192'1/8. Among these trends much emphasis 

is laid upon the fact that ' We know now, in a way that was 

not realised in 1928, that the Eucharist has developed direct­

ly out of Jewish forms of thanksgiving, that the first 
. 

Christians thought of consecration as effected by thanksgiving, 

and that the controversies between Eastern and Western views 

of consecration ••••• belong to a later, not to the earliest 

period.'3 The next two trends listed areja new approach 

to the idea of eucharistic sacrifice,and the recovered em-

l.The inclusion of the Lord's Prayer under the heading CONSEC­
RAtiON, \ihich Brigptman so disliked(see supra, p. 141 & cf. 
the Church of India etc., report,Principles of Prayer Book 
Revision, p.46, on the position of the Lord's Prayer.), can 
only be expl ained in terms of the idea that consecration 
i~ effected by the Offering of Than~sgiving(or Sacrifice of 
Praise ) which identifies the Church with Christ's offering 
of '.dimself. Seen in this light the prayer Christ taught the 
Church is a 's.ttitable conclusion to the Frayer of Consecration.' 
2.Cf. Couratin-The Sacrifice of iPraise in Theology, Vol,LVIII, 
No. 422, pp.2E5ff. 
3.Praver Boog Revision in the C,ofE.,pp.21f. 
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phasis on the corporate nature of the Eucharist - the very 

ideas 1irhich are to be found linl~ed vri th Thanksgiving in the 

South African bishopd preface to the Alternative Form. Thirty 

years ago, when these ideas had not been so generally recog• 

nised as they are now, the bishops deliberately set out to 

fashion the rite rotmd them. These are now the very ideas 

which it is thought desirable for any Anglican liturgy to 

express. It may be argued that the South African rite 

does not express them very well .. l.ess well, perhaps, than 

they were expressed in the anaphora of Bazeley and Gould's 

Proposal§• But the bishops were restrained by the emphasis 

which the Lambeth Conferences and the constitution of the 

Province alike had laid upon the Prayer Book as a source 

of unity throughout the Anglican Communion.l The preface to 

the Alterngtive Form ends with the words; 

With regard to the doctrine underlying this revised Service 
the Bishops are confident that it adheres1 with the utmost 
loyalty, to 'The Faith of our Lord Jesus Ghrist, as taught 
in the Holy Scriptures, held by the Primitive Church, summed 
up in the Creeds, and affirmed by the undisputed General 
Councils'.(Article I of the Constitution). 

Article I of the constitution also says; 

The Province •••• receives the Book of Common Prayer • • 
to be used, according to the form therein prescribed, in 
Public Prayer and Administration of the Sacr~aents and 
other Holy Offices ••••• and, further, disclaims for itself 
the right of altering any of the aforesaid Standards ••.• 

The South African revisers could only give expression to their 

theology of consecration an4 of the Eucharist within the 

framework of the Book of Common Prayer and without departing 

from its standards. 

l)Constitution & Canons(l950),Article I(pp.7f.), the second 
Proviso (p. E.) and Article X(p.l2.). and cf. Prayer Book 
Revision in the Chureh of England, pp. 29f., 25, & 42ff. 
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._A.eP~~a .tx 1 .. _ 

Th• t ext of the Anaphora of tb~ lro~osale o~ 1913. 

(After the ~~rsum Oo~a) 

It i a very meet,ri~ht, and. our bounden daty, thn.t •e ehoulei 
a t all t1~~~ and in all plac•o, praise the•, ~o~ahip thee, 
and uive thanks unto thee. c Loxd 

(u.pcn ths Fet\U t of Trinity only} 
Almi gnty, everlasting Ood , who a rt one vod , one Lori ; not 
on ~ only lerson, bu t three r ereons in ~n• mubetanoe . • or 
that whi!lh •• b eli ev., o f the g lor.)' of' t he ~ath~r. the 
aan:e w-• beli eYrt of the Jon and of the Boly Ghost, • 1 tho~t 
nn3 di~P•r~ne e or inequa lity. Th e r efore ••• 

(.i>ail.Y ttX cep t on Trini t3 i3un:lay) 
holy 1l'ather, o' whon-. "<11 -ra t herhoo i in h•a·1~n an.l e11rth 
i e n an:«< ; Almi.§ht.y King, the a uthor a nd g iver o~ a ll 
"ool things; ev erlaeting (.io4, the 1arr.e J6et cr ;iay, toda,y 
ani ~orwver ; who Ji4et creats a ll things visible a~~ i n­
vi a ible , through thin~ onlJ btt.gatt n .Jon; 1~~<ho givost life 
~n:i gra :l& Y.r.'i \IV ie1~ tr ro..tgh th.v q Ql;l Jpir1 t : 

~ 
( Ut>On t he ilea t s o.t' Jilin te) 
Who in the multi ttd e o f tbeg Jain ta hae t oorop~ssei1 us 
about with a o grea t a olrnt.;i o4' ~~r i tnesaea, tha t we, r9 joio­
i ng in tb e1 r f~llooship, l"•·taY run wi tb .PU ti eno the t>aoe 
that i e set b Pfore ue , an i tog ~ther with th~ r~oeive 
tbe orot·n o4" 4~l ory th~t. f a.d e th not away. 'fh • r •"ore •• 

( :.Jpon the ~tt~a t o~ .! i ~haelJGHlB) 
dho -j i det befor~~t ~ll t.hing tJ orea tta the l'!l:l e:rubim and 
ueraphim ; tbo Angels and Ar ::hangele; who e v er s t 11n<.i 
before thee . to uerve anJ to ndor, , aingin~ ~itb perpet• 
uu.l prais•• the r:oajes t~ of thy glor.:n with rrthom 1r o too 
~,o al1 l a i.d :1n:i uua4{;nify thy glorious n~.il); •v ~:nnore ••• 

( i;~oept on A. ichaelr:l!i.B) 
for a ll thee • thing~ oni ror al l thy gi' ta, knonn to us 
~n'i anknUNn , we give thanks t.mto thee, (I li'Q t~er, with the 
don and t he Holy 3~irit. Therefore with a ng el e and a rch­
ang ela , ani wi th a ll the 'Jo. pany o f' h~"aven, we l qu:t and 
magni f'y th;t glorious n l.'ll'£e ; vem.ore ••• 

(.Daily) 
e vermore praieing the• , Rni BAying , 
Roly, Holy, 30ly, Lord Goi o~ Foete , he~v•n ani eart h nre 
full o"' t hy Llory: Ol ory \Je to thee , l l,or.1 rvoa t high. Amen. 
• or thou art 1n1 eed llloe t high 'lnj moll t holy; and we blet3a thee 
a nd we tbank thea, who a rt tho g1 v~r o·r a ll hol tneas , f or 
that thou, h ving m~d ~, ma n aft41r thtne ima.ge , :ii1. a t not 

1rhen h s fell 1'or•Bk • him, but ;iid ~t ·t oall anli t•ao~ fttm by 
the law a n j the krophete; ani when the fullnees o~ tim• waa 
aom• thou or ths tenci er mero.,v cU.d 8 t ii ve t hine only >Jon 
J•et.~a ·Jbrie t ; 

( Upon the :P•a•t.e of" ~~hristr7.:aa an·l th• gpipbany , and or t he 
Bleaa~ Virgin llar.:~) 

to b e born for ue, ~bo, },y the Ol)et"a tion o.r th~ Holy Spirit 
waa mad.e very man, of . the a abata~oe of the blee~t.:J. Vi r~in 
h.ary his u.other. a n-i tha t wit.hoillt ey.ot of' sin. to make us 
olean rrom a ll eln . 

( Ctb~trw 1t.t~) 
to t ake our n·,tur" 1.1pon "tim ani to reeto~• t.h.i.ne i mage in 

xnankini; 



Cupen'.11x l • oontinr.aed} 

(.Daily} 
Jbo lived and ltorlted atiiong m•n, and suf.fereil death upon 

the or oes f or our redffllpti on ; for ht~ •ad• there(b.v bia one 
obl a tion of h iueelf onoo o1ferlld} a ft.111 . perfellt and aurr.to• 
1en t eaori f'i oe , oblation and. sati.sf'action for the oint or 
the •hol~t worl~ ; and riid ina t i tU.te , and ~n hill hol.;r Goepel 
command ao to oon tinue. a perpetual mli!mo:ri a l or that. hie 
preoioue d.ea th~ until hi.s O>lmtnc agai n. 

For., in the aame niaht that he wae betr ayed , be took Br ead ; 
&1'14 when htt he.ci giyen tbanka , he brak• it, ana ga.va it to 
bits diao1pl es , oaying., Take , eat . thi1 1a. my .Body •. Wth.i oh 
11 giv en fo~ you: Do this in r.membranoo or me . Lik iee 
after eu~ ... p•r, he took the Oup ; an·:l lrhen he bad gi v•:n thanks, 
he seve it to them , l!laying, »·rink 1• all of this ; for this 
ie my J:,lc·cri of' th~t Ntr\9' 'Jovenant, wbioh ics sh:a-.1 'fo:r yorJ., ant'.l 
for Eany, f'or the rem1seion of' sins: .Do thie , as o~t a• ye 
shall drink it , in resr.embranee ot" me. Amen. 

l'ftlerefore, 0 Wl"i an1 b.eavenl.v -c~the:r, we tl:'>..y bunlble 
eervanta , haYing in remoabx-arHU thl! 'bl~ttliHJed. ~attttion ·11nd 
precious ~eath o~ tP~ dear ~on 

(Vrom E~• t•r·day t~ the Eve of the A~oension) 
.Do hereby me.ke, 1ri th theoe thy holy gifta, the m•orial 
he O<mil!:.and. -.1 ua to make j Gf+"~ring to tb.el!t our thanke and. 
prate• for hi• gloriO!JI tie.eurrootion : ror h'l iil' th~t ••ry 
1-'a:aohal Lam.b which was offrt red. ttJr us, and bath taken jt•ay 
the eJ.:n o:!' tb• world ; lithO, bg hi:t death, hea th d<eatroyed 
death, and by his ri0ing to life a4a1n, hath :reetor«d 
to uo e~erlaatin8 life. 

('l!'rom Ae oen.a1on•d.ay to the a;,, of .P•ntoooa t) 
.Vo he-reby makca, ~1 th theBe thy boly ·•g!lf'ttt, th~ mt~~u:.rial he 
COIIn1a.nded u~ to make; of'flllring to thee our t l:lanka and pr11iae, 
through tb(t •~• thy mrust liearly belovlld Son J•aae Jhrie t 
Our .LOr4.; who aAter bill Itu:un ilOJ>ii)'Utt Reaurt"eotion Jpantt••tl¥ 
appeared to all his apo&tlea , an~ in their aigbt aaoende4 
up in to beav•n. to propar.a a :pla'1~ felr ·ue; that. where b• 
ie, th1 ther •• might also attCsnd, an.:l reign llfi tb l'lim.l i n 
ijlor.v. 

(Upon. fbi t - aunday, ani seven days af't•r} 
.Uo her•b.t ntBke, •i th theeo tby br.ily gi f'ta. the memorial be 
comman-1 ed ue to make; offering thee our tha.n.lus ~ani praise, 
through the aswH• thy 3on Jeatus IJhriet Cur ~or:i ; acaQrding 
to whose moot trus promis e, th• Boly J~irit ~~o down ~rom 
heavon , witb a autiien great tHJUT'li. IllS it had b•~n a might¥ 

ind. in the l.i.ken&•s 0 40 fi • ry ton~1u••• lighting u~on the 
Apoatlea , to teach tha, &n~1 to lead th~ tnt() a ll truth; 
gi•ing th~ both mar~ exoell$nt gift~, and nleo bol1n~e~ 
with t•rvent meal , oonst~ntly tQ preach the Goavel unto all 
nati ona ; \f'bereby we hflVe hem brought out of' 4arkneas an\il 
error, in to the clear light -and true .knav le•:iie of' the$, 
a~i or tb¥ Son J88UI Chriet. 

(Ct.het~ia•) 
his mig.'hty Reaurreotion and a loriol.le A3~fJn,ion , a nd looking 
for bia aQmins a~a1n in pav•r an:i great glory , ·~t o or·rer 
u.nto thee thine own holy gi~ta; :rend ering tmto thee OU4" 
thanko an~ praise t~ro~gh thina onlJ don J•aue ~hriat; •nd 

making here, b et'ore tey d i vin9 .t..aJee tJ, the m.tmori:tAl 1thi ch 
h• bath oomu;antie!J ue to make. 

(Daily) 
'Bear uu, 0 D:l$rC1ful !la t her, we l!!Ost humbly bes eeoh thae, and 
of thy area t so~netu• sena forth ·th3 Bol$ Jp i :ri t. upon us , and 
upon thea• t~ orenturee of »r•a~ and ~ine; th~t be, the vsry 



Par aol• te , the J_pir1 t of t:z·a th, who d esaen.i eJ u.pen Oar Lol'<i 
Jaaua Cbriat at his :Baptism, ar.vl wh o li&S pcrntreri out upon the 
Apoetlee at. renteooat , ma)' hall<Pk these 'oblation• . an.! ~~:~ue 
this ~r•ad tbe Body of thy Ohriet. ani this ~up tb• Blo~l of 
thy ~hriat 1 dO that all ho are partakers o~ thi$ holy 
O~union may obtain remiaoion or their e i ns an~ a ll other 
benefits o' his pase i on, 

And •• entirel y d•eir• thy ~athQrly goojnsse , m•r~i fullf 
to aoeept tb1i! our eo.ll):rifioe o .. praiao .an:l tluanksgiving ; moat 
hwbly b•e••ohing thee to gra-nt, that by the meri .ts and death 
of thy Son J'eeue . Christ , an-i through f.~ti th in hie bloo!i. we 
an4 a ll t~y whole Jhuroh, in p~radise an1 on •a~th, MBY enjoy 
everlasting telio1ty in the liaht of thy aountenanoe, And 
her• ¥t• of"~•l' q.n;.t pr·•••nt anto th~.t. () .Lor« , ou.ra~lv••· our 
aoule and bocU ••. to be reasonable, bol3. an•ll li vins aaorlf• 
io e unto th•~. Ani altboush •• be unwcrtbJ , through our 
manifold ainf , to ofrer un t0 t.he• an;t :~ao:r1 fio• ; y e t .- • bfHse• oh 
thee to a ooept this .ou~ bounjen ~uty and aervioe ; not 
weighing ot.~r meri te but _pr.t.rdoning our 61'tenoee , t h rough 
JeeW! ~briet Cur Lord; by whom and tti th wbom, in tho Wli ty 
of the floly Gho~t. ~ll honour and ~lory b unto t~••· 0 ~ather 
Almigh ty, ~ orld without 4nd. Amen. 

Ae 011r Javi.our 
arm bol·i to saa, 

Our 'Fa thf&r • • •••• 

(No te • the .-ay .in '•hioh the prayer wo.e aet out in tb• 
origlnal hae been slightly altered h ere to m~e it o~pler 
to ~ollaw.) 



The (i•x t o f t he Anapbora of the !!r22o.a~ Pf?,i£1! of 1918 

(After th• 3ursum Jorda) 
It is very m'iet, riaht ~' anr.l our boun1•n d u t)f tba t we mhoul d 
at all tim•s a·nd in a ll _pl aoe11 gi-ve thtinkS unto tbett , 0 :LorJ. 
Bol~ Fa t her. Almighty, Everlasting Goi . 

Therefore •t·th t\ngel a ani Arohangele , nni 11ti th all the 
oore.pa.ny of heaven . w • l1!.t1i and U.ll&ni f¥ thy &lol'iotle Name ; 
•v•r.mor• prai alng tbo•. and 8a~lna . ~oly. bol~ . holy , 
l.ord ~Jed o'f b oeto , heavon a.nd •ttrth ar!S 1'ull o<f' thy ~lo r,y : 
Glory be to thGe, 0 Lori moot Bigh. ~an . 

(When tbe Prieet , 11 r ~n·1ing b !')'fore the Tabl• , bat th ftO ol"11er•d 
the .~..read and Qine • •• •• • he a hall ea., the .Pra.y•r of' 
Oon•aoration ae ~ollo eth.} 

All glor.,y ani thf.mkogivin~ bo to th• •· C Almight;t ,lud , our 
heaven ly ~ather, for that thou of thy tender m~roy ii4at give 
thine onl.1 .:ion .J'cu:~~.u1 Jhrilt to taka QU.:r nature upl'f)n bim , ~n:l 
to eu.ffer :le.ath upon the o:roaa for cu:r r.,.lemption ; who l •• ade 
th6re (''by his on~ · obl..~&tion o-r him~tel-f onQ off•red i a full, 
porfeot ~ni euffi~i•nt eaarifio•, oblation and ~ati$~aotion 
f'or the sins o~ the Vrhole worl·i; a n.l jid inmti t'\t~t , and in 
hi a holy 01-)I!S.~e.l OOil·- a.nj ue to aon tina•. a pert~et~l memory 
of that his pre .,i o Uil l •a th. un t 11 h.l a -~o:..i ng a.lf;r&in ; liear 
ua. 0 .fJ e;roi~1ll 'l.i"ather , w~e moet h.mhly 'b•"••ob tboe ; an.l grant 
that we r•-a~iving •~•e• thy oreat·.1:ree of h't'ea;l ani w·tne, 
aoaor·ling to thy .;on our ...;a.-iour Jemu:a i:!hriel'·" holy inatit• 
ution. in rem~brRnoe of hi~ leath anj ~Aaaion , ~QY be partakere 
of his mo,..~ t bl~SI&'i l:So.iy anJ lSlood : ;vho in the iS.I&If~ '11ght that 
~e "aa bet-raye;i, took brea1: an:t, u, h"'n he h ad giv~n thanks , 
"he brake it , an·l g a ve it to hie iisoiplea, sa,y1ng Tak•, 
ent, ~this is my Bo1y ' niob is given ~o~ you: ~o thie in 
rem~branoe o"" me . l.ike wise a:f'ter supper he took the 6ttp; 
and , when be had givon thanke, h• ~.ave it to them , ea..ving, 
.Vrink ye all o.., this: for thi 21 ie ·" my 'Bloo;i o-~' tba N 
Teatament, -;vhioh is shed 9 or you anl for ¥t.anv for the rtmiaoion 
o~ sine : ~o thie , ae o~t ., ye ~hall ~rink it. in r~Qembranoe 
o 'f m •. AJn en • 

{Mote th t in tb<1t ori0 inal teJtt reterenoee vre:c~ ~iv~&n 
~t the pointe her~ ~~rke4 ~ to the rubrioe ~tinted ae 
1n 1662 :J.n th• mar~in an.;l iireoting the perft)A.ntliU'lOe of 
the manual aota.) 

(After shall be • ii as ~oll~etb. ) 
i'heretoret 0 Lord an:l heavenl,¥ ?at!..,er, ur e th.t htllll..ie eervante. 
having in r«membranoe the blesmed va~elon And pre~tOU8 death. 
the mighty r•aurr~otion and blo~ioue asoeneion o~ thy de~r 
Son, a.n:1 looking for hiE~ oQitlin~ maa.1n '!ql tb ~H»•r und great 
glory , ttntirely •iesir• tl'Jy f'M. 'therly goodnee m0roif'ull.Y to 
aooept tbie our ea~rifio• of praia• &nJ thanksgiving ; ao5t 
htll bly 'b•s•~"ching thee ta grant, that O:J the m0ri t.., and. death 
of t 'hy Jon Jeau, Jhria t, an.i thro\aib fai tb in biu blooll , """ and 
all thy v:hole ~huroh may \)btain reroieaion of our ein~t, 1.m ·i 
all other benstits of bis gas~ion . And here we o!fer and 
preattnt untc thi!e C Lori. o.JrellllVel5, OJ.tr aoulJJ an.:1 bOiiiea , 
to be a retauonable, nol_y. a nd liveli eaor1fiee unto thee ; 
humbly beetteehing thee tha t th.Y 1~01.)1 ;~pi:ri t "a. fl3 be ~ our.-.1 
upon 11•• 11n:t that all we wbo tu·~ p1u·tu era o~ thiw bc)l¥ 
-~ommunlon ma;t \'to:rthily reo e i ve the moe t ,p:reoi<H.&e b od.v nnd 



(4ppctnt11x 2 • oon tinuld) 

Bloo4 of thy 3on , a nJ l'Da _y b~ fulfill~ " ith thly g:r· .. ~• and. 
beav•nly benediction. JUl:i althol.lgh we b e W1!'rorthy. thrOUifb 
our manifold eine , to offer unto thea a n¥ eacrifice, y e t 
we beeeeob thee to aot:S~.tpt thi$ our bo1.mden duty an:l 11ervioe ; 
not wei-ghing our Jr;erita , but paX'iionin.g o.ur- o~fenoea, through 
Jeal.le Chriot our Lord ; by ·qhcnl, an:i with w-hO!:l, in tb~ unity 
of the Holy Ghoa t. !\ll honour a~d glor.v be unto thee , 0 
~ather Almigh ty, » orld without end. Amen. 

Ae our Saviour J•eue 'brist h ath ~ornrlan<ld and tauA{ht us, we 
are l>gl:i to aay: . 

( 'i'hen a 'hall the lirie't 'sat th• Lo:l\1 ' a 1-' l"a.Y•r. the 9•'Jl)l• 
~·p•ating after hi~ ever~ pe tition.) 

tur ~ather •••••• 



. !ie~nJ~ .. a ... , 
The T-.xt of the A~apbor.a c~ the Pirat Alterna tive VQ~ or 1919 

...... 1!1111 .... ' 1!11 -..---..ttrzr .. - • 

{The rubrio about orde:ring the !reai an.:l ·~nne is printd 
before the Sur•um 'oria.) 

. ---· .. 
(After th& ~ursum Oorla.) 
It ia Yery meet, ••rtgEt;' a:ncl our b:)ttnden d uty , tha t l,. $b.Otllti 
at all t~•b , and in all pluoes, 3ive thanke unto thoe, 0 Lo~. 
Holy 'flla ther, •\hlighty, P!verla11ting flod. 

(Re;re ~Shall :follCM' th• .r ro1o1e:r .V:refar.:fJ ••• • • ) 

Therefore lri th Angela and Al"llhangela, -~n.:l with all the or.epany 
of h•aven, •• laui ani !llagni ft thy Ql():rio\;la Wame, •v•nnore 
p:raioing th~e, and tU'4,'l ing, !J!l)ly, bol.v, holy, Lo:d tlt)d of 
hooto, beav~n an3 earth are full o~ th¥ «lOrJ : Olor¥ be to 
thee, C Lord mo$t High Amen. 

All Glory and l'banksg1 ving be to th'1'1e, Almig!'lt¥ Go:i, our 
heavenly Father, for that thou of thy t•n~er meroJ dtd8t give 
thin.• only clon Jeaua Jbritst to take or.u: natur~ ~~on Aim, and 
to l!Hd'fQr d~~tath upon tho o;roBs for otu• :reicn;tion; ·"fbo made 
ther~e (by hits O"le oblation o:r hil::l!!ntlr onoe o-rr~e:r«l) a fall. 
;p•rfect. «&nd. ouffillli ent Daori!ioe., oblation, and. ~.ltia~aotion, 
fo:r the aine of.' the whole worl·4; .ana d-id. inatitut*'• and in 
hie hols Goa pel cotJ and \US to 13on tinu•. a }fe;rpe tual .ttt•cry 
of that hia p:rooioulJ Jeath, \lntil his ooruing.ar,a,i.n . Hear ua, 
0 Merciful ~ather, we most hlll1bly besteoh thee; and grant that 
w.• receiving these thi orea tur,,s of l:re!id and. wine, aooord. ing 
to tcy Son o<.ar :3l'lViour Jes1.1s Oh.riet •e hola inati tution, in 
rem•mbranoa o>P hie death 1.1ni pa11~1o.n, msy 'bs pa:rtakere o"' hie 
moat blessed Body and Blood : w~o in the some night that h e 
was betrayed , Gtook .Bl"ea4; and , w-ben he ha4 gl ••n tbanks , Otle 
brake it, and gave it to his dia~iples , eay1ng, Gtbi& is my 
l3ody wbiah iCJ given .ro~ you : Do th1.11 in rl9lilli!lllb:tanoe o"' m•. 
Lik•iao af"t•r aupp•r Wibe took th• €hap; and , trhmt b~t bad giTen 
thanko, he ga~e it to th~. wmying . Jrink y e all ot this ; for 
tbteOia my lUGod of the N• 'l'es tament , \f'hi oh is eJhM f'Gr 30u 
and for many tor the remi&~ion O·f 11ina 1 Do thie, ~a oft a~ 
ye eball drink 1 t , in :rausra'brance or l'llfl. 

Wh•refora , 0 Lotd an:i heavenl,i li'atber, aooor1ing to the 
institution of thJII 4ea.:ol,y bMlclved .Son, our Saviov.a.r Jeeus Christ. 

1r • tb,J h,_ble aervan te . having in r•'lil'brano e his bleoaeci 
:paueion ani preoioua ·i•atb, biB mighty r~eurret:)tion and gJ.or• 
io'I.Ae aso•ne:lon. do render unto thee moat bca.rty tbanke for 
the innumorflblG benetita proourad unto us ·by the Jia:me ; and , 
looking for hill eoming qain with pO!fer anli great g lot-y. •• 
otter here unto thy 41vin e maj ~ta tg tti.fla• aaored gii"ta afti 
creature• of thin• aNn, this holy ~read of •t·~~•l lifo nn4 
thi a Oup of &verlaf.S ting ealYati on; an!l we humbly beB<&eoh thee 
tQ pour tbv Boly Spirit t,lpQn U8 an•i t.tpon these th~ aifta . 
t 'bat be may ttaltGW this oblation. an1l that all w• ·who a.ro 
part ake:re ot thia Holy llcmlilunion m113 vro.!"thily reoetve the most 
precious l3o0.y and blood of thy don, an~ b• 1"u.lfilled w 1 th 
thy sra1t)e an•i b•avGnl~ bene(Uotion. 

An4 tt e earnea tly d eai :r• tbi :ratbcrly gooineas meroitW.l;y 
to grant~ that b.y the merits a nd death of' thy ao'n Jedus Jhriat, 
and through faith in b.ia 'blood., w • al'lri a.ll thy whole !Jhuroh 
may obtain re~iseion of our ainll, ar.(;l all other cene-i'i ta of 

hia .P&tusion. 
Anli here •• o'!'fer ani pree•nt unto thee. 0 Lori. oura•l.v•'• 

our aoult$ and tHJd iEUJ. to be a :l:'•:aaQnabl• . hol1, (.f,M l i vi na 



a~o~i~io• unto thee: 
Anfl althou,gh •• 'be unJVorthy, through our lllanifol.:i sin11 , 

to o-ffer untl) thee an,>" •a~rlfioe, .Y(It w~ l;~~~,eeee.h thett to aooept 
tb.ia our bounden lu.ty a.nj aervi•Jll ; not weighing ou-r u:erlta, 
but pa r .lonint!t our to~fi'eno-ee, th.rot~h Jesus Jhria t ot.~r Lord 1 
b~ whO$ , and w i tb whom . in the uru. tJ o-f the ~oly Gbo~ t, all 
honour an.1 alol',r b e unto tht!!e, 0 Jratb•r Almighty. rorl-i without 
end. Amen . · 

Aru1 nw aa our Javiour J•• ue J:O:r.iat h.a th -no.ul.lanli'-1 aroi 
taught. ae. • e ar-v bol;l to 81\il 

(Thflfl du.;ll t.hc ..-:r:i(.st sa~ th~ .tori•.- t·rQ.1•r. t bot M>eO}ile repeating 
af'ter tl l'ID •v•ry pet1 tion. J 

C\.lr '?atbe~ • • • • • • • 

(Note:- 0 in1ioatea th• position of the manual mQts as 
1n 166~.) 



'2.06 

... AfRendbf. 4._ 

Th., '£$X t o-r tbe Ana.~tbora o.,. th~ .1·JO-atorill .J)>aft Ri t,o of 1921 

{:rote that in the 4)t-iginal th(,t naphor~ ie not printed 
in fUll. Th• t~xt of the 1662 pr~·~ is t~•n as the 
baBi3 o~ it ~nd onl~ the vari~ti~ne f~cm that ~~a1or 
al'tt inc:li oa t.ed . ) 

(After the Uurm~ 1orda} 

I l i o ver~ meet. r1gl"t , nt'IJ our boun-i •n 1att, tl-Jat w • •boul4 
at ~tll til1ze* ana in .all plsa.-'eS , g i lfe th11nkB tmto tb.e.a , 0 
Lq,!\1 !'.l'Oet '11ol.,¥, Father All'GJ.bbty , it·.-e;rl.atJ ting Gor.t . 

(Bera ehall follGr tho froper Pre~ace ••• } 

T'her£fo.t'e .vi t.h Angelo and A:rohangel .t , ani wi tb all tlle oompany 
or h eaven , we l aui ani .a:agnif.Y U'J7 ,gloriQua !faru•• evermore 
p1·aieing the•, and en.yin~. T~ola , holy, holy , Lt;·r;t Go.t or 
hoJ& t$ , h~av •n anll earth a.r o .,..:.all o4i' tby glor~ : l!Oif:lnna in 
thQ higheet ,. 131~ree1 i~ he that aoo;;eth il'l tho ITazn$ of the 
Lot4 : Ro•anna in the higboat. 

(The l. ri•ot ahall i JmT•<iitately oontinue • the P•oDl~ nll kneeling, ) 

Hol;t indeld, ar;d i3leealltd tnieri •rt thou, C A.l.!r.ighty Go:1. our 
beav•nl,i T<'a ther, for th1it. thou o"' th:t tender m•r~y di1et give 
thirte only .:;on. Jt~el..ts ')hri$t, to ta.k• our natur~t upon hil!ll and 
to el.lff~tr dea.. t b upon t.b~ oroee f'or oar r•dcption; who- ma.:ite 
there (by hie one obl.atiort o-r himtt'll:f onoe off•r~) "full. 
p •rfeo t, Rn'i nufi'i oi en t. e&o::oi fJ. oe, oblt~.t1 on, an·i :sa ti efaa ti on, 
for the oina o:r the whole world; und di-d inet1tute, an4 
in hi~ holy Goape.l cfll:.;.illc,n • .t ue to continue, tbe m.alorial. o"f' 
that hie preoioue death, until hlo coming again: ne~r ue , 
0 merciful ·~ath0:r, we lEOI$t hr.a.bly beeceob thee ; 1.1nd gr111nt 
that • r•o•iving tbeee th¥ oroatur•~ or bre1d and ~ine, a oc­
or.iine: to tby Uon our G&Yiour ,I•eJJII .1hri•t 1 e bol) 1na ti tution, 
in remf!lnbr~t.nO fl of hie :l~tath tit"nd patu.J iont m~,y bo partaker• of 
b i:J mo::»t. bl eea.cl Bo.;l.3 and :Blood ' wh.l). i n th-e aame night that no l1tlD botralo<l. Utook llr&~d; and, "t:l$n h~ had {)i ven thanke. 
~., brake 1 t, n.nJ gnve it to hUJ 4io~iple:., sa,:~.t;ng , I'ake, eat, 
Gthi s i e Jll.!f BO>iy wbi oh is ~1 ven for y oat ~Jo tbi :s 1l'l rczembra:noe 
of m•. Like!td.8• o.f'ter aupl)er h• Otoole the 1Jup ; and , ~rhen he 
bad given thank~. h~ 1av• it to th.m. ea~ing , ~ri~ ye all ot 
tbia ; ~or t.hi a flto 1IJ4 :blood or ths lfu 'i'elltazumt, llrhi oh ia 
ah-.d for aoa .. and for many for the r-.niseiotl o'f a1nts : .Jo tbia, 
t\D ort HUt y ~ abaall drink it, in raer.nbrano• of ~e .. 

Wb•~~t~re, 0 l.ord and heavenly iPathe:r , Vte th;t h\Jtlt...le a•r· 
vanta , having in ~evoat x~e.mbranoe the bleased ~aeaion and 
preaioue De~th, the mighty ( triumphant) Reaurreotion and glor­
ioue Aeoon~t.ion o~ thy ~1early .. belovo..1 Son, rum l~oking !'or 
hie 'JQJning again "Wi th pa.vsr an1i great glory, entreat thee that 
tb,y Poly aptri t may d•a:ufl,l Ul)Ol'l ;aa, ani ~:apon thi" oblation 
o~ the :Body and Blood o~ thy J on Jeeua 'Jhriot. our Lo~ . 

And..,.., o9ntirely desire tb~ t'a.th•Tly goo-inese meraiflllly 
to a¢oept thio oar •a<lri f1 ce of p:raim• and thankesi 'Y'ing ; moat 
ht~abl¥ beeeeohinil th•• to grant , tha t by the me:rit• ~nd "•$tb 
of thy Son Jeat.&a Obriet , 8nd tbrough faith in hie blo~ , w• 
and a ll tb.Y whole .,h1.&.rob aoy obtain rexuiL~~eion of ,..ur sine. 
ani all other ben•fita o ~ his passion. 

And here •• offer ani present unto thee. v Lor~. oure•lvee, 
ou;r eoul s and 'bo61•a , to b• a reaaona.ble, bol)' , anti l.i ving 
eaorifioe 11nto thee; ht111bly b•••eohing tb••, that all w• 1rbo 
ara partakers or thin hol3 jQmmunion. may ~orthil1 :eooiye 



(Appenclix 4- oontinl.led.) 

the ~oat p~eoioua ~cdy and Blood .of thy Son, ant b e ~ul~illtd 
wi tb t .hy grace and. heavenly benttjiotion • 

. And a.l thoughe• b e unVJ orthy, through ourma.nif'oli &ins, 
to o~f•r unto tbee any saori f ioe, yet ~e beseech thee to aooept 
thia our bounden d t1ty an•i a erY1 oe: -not "e1ghing our meri te, -
but J;ard oning our off~noea, throusb J~taus Jh.rist .OJ.lr Lor:l ; 
by ~·hom , and. wi th whom, in the unity of the tioly Ghost, all 
honour s.nJ. g lory b e unto thee, 0 'Father Almighty, wo-rld without 
end.. Amen. 

(Then shall be s ung or •u~i ·'i tb• Lord•a 1-r ayer by t":le .t-rieat 
a nd Yeople t oge ther, the ~rieat fi ret saying, ) 

Let ua pray. Aa our O;;avi our Christ hath oomrnand«l an{l taught 
ue, •e a r e bolCl to eayt 
Our ?ather ••••••••• • 



Alien41x b ., .. 

'lbe 'te.x t of the Ana,phora of tbe '!atdl .Ur aft Rl te ar. 1921 

(A~ter the aarsum ~orda) 

It i s very meet , right, anti our 'toun-1. en «i•H.Y. that "'e l!lbould 
at all times , an•i in all pla1lee , give thanks un to thee , 0 
Hol1 Lord , ~ather Almighty, ~verlaeting God , who baat oreattd 
all things . {Bere ehall follow the Proper ~r•~a~e ••• ) 
Tha:ref'Qre \tith r\ngele an·i Arohang•la , an.:i •ith all the. OQIDpan.v 
of heav•n. we l~ud an1 ~agn1fy thy glorious ~am• ; ev e~o~• 
pra1•1ng Th••· and aayina : 

Holy , holf, boly. Lo:r4 \lo.l of B'ol!t..t : heaven and earth 
ar• full of fhy glo~1: Glor$ be to Thee, C Lord mo~t bigb. 
Bleaae4 ie Be that cometb in tba N~• or the Lora: Rosanna 
in the high~at. Amen . 

(Then shall follow iwtedia &ely the .Prayel' ot Jone•or'ation:) 

All <aory and l'hrt,nkogi 'f'ing 'be unto 'fbee, Almight9 Goi oa:r 
.heavenly l;'a ther, -f'Or that Thou o-f' thy tender .n.eroy didst give 
Thine only .3on Jea : ~e Jhriat to talc• our natu,.e upon Him, and 
to euffer death upon the rJroae ~Or OUl' 1'e.'.ie1.eption; ~0 ma.ie 
there (by Erie one otlPltion o+' ~~imael-r ones o~ftt:rei} a. -full , 
p•rfeot and suf~ioient aaorifioe, oblation and tatisfaot1on 
for th• ainm o1" the lfhola wrorl!i; an-1 dl:t. ineti tute, and in 
Rie hol.v Coepel oommani ue to continue, a perpt~t41al memor..tal 
of that Bie preoiouB ~••th, until nia o~ing again . 

Bear us, C meroi,..ul ~ather, we iftu~et h1.11Ibl.Y 'beaeeoh Thee, 
a.nd graai ously a end .:t O".f'n Thy Holy S9i r1 t upon tbe~e i'h.v 
croatur•e , that He may Jzusk• t'tl!e bread the preoiou~ »oay , !An<l 
thia wine th~ precious )load of Thy Son, oar ~sYiou~ Jeaua 
Ohri"t, according to Ria hol~ institution • Who , in the same 
night that Fa -..ae betr11yed tookGore&-i, and when Be bali given 
thank• Gne brake it , and gave it to Ria dieoiplea, aayina, 
Take, eat ; tiThil'J ia l..y .Body \II' hi oh 1e given f?r yo~ ; .Jo this 
in remem·brano e of t.e . Liktt~ria• a-fter supper FT• took the 
oup ; and , when B• had give~ thankm, B• gave it to them , aaying, 
»rink ye all o~ thhq f"t>r ~hitt io ».1 :Blood of' tha N• C~rv­
enant, wbicb ie ·abed fo:r :f«)U and. for IManJ for t':le rcx;i.saion 
of •ina : .Jo this, aa oft aat yo shall dJrink it, in r-.Je-mbrano• 
of lle. A.liiN. 

(N2t• : 'fbe whole or thi' pra~er from ' All Glor,y • • • • to t·ne 
Amen ia ~rintei throughout in oavita ! letter• . • indioat•e 
the rabrice direoting tb• manual a~te a• in 1662) 

~hersfore, 0 Lorj anJ h eavenly ~8ther, aooording to the 
institution of Th3 ~ea~ly beloved Bon , our clavio~r Jeeue 
Jhrist , w• Thy huroble eervants, having in r«m~branoe Bie 
blessed l?ase1on and preoic-lls ..Jeath. Hie migilts R•1urreot1on 
ni gl orious ~soeneion; r$n1ering unto Th•• moet h~artJ thanks 

for th• innumerable bene~its proour•j unto u~ by.the a4m• ; 
a nd looking for Bie caming again with p~Nsr anj great glory. 
do offer here unto Thy .ili'line l fl Jeet,y thea• Saorcd Gif'te , this 
llOlJ l1rea.:t or ~tternal li 1'• and thi a Cup or everl\t.& t.ing 
salvation : and we htBbl_y b eeee oh Th•e tQ i10Ur Thy Holy ,fipirit 
upon tus and upon these l3aored J:ye t•r1•a o~ Jbri et' a bo~ly and 
Blood, to the intent that we P:;.tt¥ t'-rui tfal. l y reoei va. the sa.'tla, 
an~ be 'fulfilled wi t b 'l'b.Y t,race and heavenly ben.J.iation . men. 

Anli tve entirely desire Th,y ratberl,y goorlneee merci.Pully 
to aooept thie our saorifioe of praise flni thankagi~ing ; most 
hwably b•seeo' -ing f h•• to srant that by tb• merita anl .Je&&th 
of 'fhy Jon Jeaa :Jhri.e t , an·i through faith i~ Rie :Blood we 
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and all 1'hy 1rhole Church ma1 otta!n rtmiesi\l)n or ou!' •1ne, 
ani all other benefit• or Hia Faaaion. 

And here wo offer ani ,Pre11ent unto Thee , (' Lorti , oureelvee, 
our aoula and bodiee, to be a reasonablo, boly an~ livins 
eaorifio• unto 1h••· 

And although •• be Ul11Torthy, th.rougb oar ·mal'lif'Qld aine, 
to offer unto Thee any saorifioe , yet w~ bseeeob fhe~ \o 
aoce,pt thia oar bounien dut.t and a ervi <3e; (E•r• mak• the 
Jr•ater ~raotion , o:r after the .l.ord•a 1-'r• ,y•r) not weighing 
our me~i te, but par•ioning our of'f•no~•. th;rou.gn Jeeu.a Jhri•t, 
our Lo).'(l; b¥ WhQ'm , ani through 'Whom, anJ with ~om . in th• 
unity of th~ BoJ..y Ghost , all honour ~nd ~lor1 b• unto Thee , 
0 Father Almighty, •orld ~ithou t en4 . Am•n. 

Let ue prA¥ • 

Aa Otlr >3aYioo&r Jeeua t)briet bath OQlJUr.anj..-1 anJ t aught .us , "• 
are bold. to say: 
Our ?ather ••••• 



The Tu t of the Ana»hora of 

(Aa in the Alternative ~or.m 
the en..i or the Sanctu• .) 

the final Alte~nat1v• ~or.m ot 1924 
~- P77kl 

All Glor1 and Thanksgiving be to thee, Almigbt.v God , our 
beaY•nly Father, for that thou of thy ·tend«\r 'lll•ro1 didst give 
thine only Jon Jeeus Obri:t t to take our na tur~a upo-n him, and 
to euffa-r death upon the oroauJ 'for our red.eroption; wbo(by hia 
one otlad.on o ·r himself once l)ffered) made a full , perteot, 
and sufficient aaorifioe, oblati~n. ani eatietaot1on ~or the 
sins of the whole -otorld; and. did inaU. tate , anrl in hi a \:lol.v 
Go•pel ooa.mantJ ue to oort tinue, a JjHt-rpetual m I H):ry of tna t 
bia pr•o1oaa death, until hie ~amin~ ag~in . 

Bear u11, 0 tneroiful Fa ther, ll'e maet b~blJ b 'fl's••oh tboe;· 
anl fJr&nt t~t •• · :receiving tbeae thy creatures of "bread and 
1rine, aooording to th,y Jon our diJ'f'iOur J••u• :~a:riat • a holy 
inati tution. in reanembranoe or hie uutil ani j)$4sion, may be 
partaker• ol hia moet bleeH4d Boiy and ~lood : wbo, in the 
emne night that he W&S betrayed, a took b:read; and, wh en be 
bad giv~n thanks, On• brako it, and g3ve it to hi~ disoipl••· 
easing. Take, eat, Gth1e is my BoJy which ie given for tou: 
Jo thi.e in l't'tlmtlilbranoe or me. Likewise ft•r eupv•r he took 
the 1)ttPt anti, when be hat! gi ~en thanks, he ga<Ve 1 t to them, 
aaying, ~rink ye all o~ this; #o~ thia Oia my Blood of the 
'N• Tea tarn•nt, •hi oh is she!! ~or yoa ·~nd for .man.v f'or the 
ramiseion of aine: Do this, aa o~t ao .'f$ 'hall drink it, in 
rtmttmbranoe or me. 

Wherefore, 0 Lord and heavenlt ?$ther, aaoorJing to the 
1neti tution of thy dearJ.1 belo·ved. don, iHtr daviour Jeaua Ohriet, 
we til¥ bumble ••rvante, having in remeab.rano• hi.J bleseed 
paa.eion a nd p:reoioue ieatb, hill mig!lt,y reeurraction anr.l glorioua 
aaoenaion, do ren~er unto thee most hearts thanka rer the 
inn~erab~• b enefits prooured unto us by the • •• ~d. looking 
tor hia o~ing again ~ith »~•r and great glory, we offer here 
unto t~ ~ivine k&jestt this holy Brea4 of eterna l life and 
tbia ;.}t.lp o-r everla•ting salv-ation; And we htlrlblJ bG80eob tb•• 
to pour thy Holy Spirit t.t_pon ue and upon these thy Siftil, that 
all we tfho are partak•r• of thi e holy Oemm\ln.ton may W'Orthily 
recei ~ e the moat preoio11s bod-y and l3loo4 et thy Son, anti be 
fulfilled with tb¥ gr~o~ and heavenl; bened14tion. 

And •• entirely deaire tb¥ ratberl1 aocdneae mercifully 
to a ocept thia our eao~ifio~ o~ praise ~~ thank•giving: mo~t 
hl..Clbly ·ceaeeo.hing the e to 3rant, that bX the ma:ri t• arti death 
of tbJ don S•sue Christ, ani tbrcU8b faith 1n hiB blood , we 
an4 all thy ~hole Church may obt~in r~1$eion o~ oar aina, 
and all other b<et1ef1 te of his paaei~n. 

And here w• offer an·J pt'etoen t t.&n to thee, o Loxd , ouraelTee, 
our eoula and bodiea, to be a re&sonab~•. hol3 , and liYing 
aaor1f.ico unto tbee. 

Ani although we be Wlw ortbJ , tbrot\flh our ma.ni·~ol.l aJ.na, 
to offer unt~ thee any eaorifice, y~ t ~e b~o••oh thee to 
accept this our bounden duty q,n•i eervioe; not wei ghing our 
merite, but pardoning ottr o~~enoea, throug}l Je~St.Ut Jhri~at our 
Lol'4; b,1 whcm , and ~ithwh~ , in th' unity of tbe Soly Gboat, 
all honour and glory be unto thee, o ~ather 4lmi~h tJ,~Orld 
•ithout end. (Rere let all the peoyle eay: AWenj 

Aa our Saviour J••~ Oh~iat hsth o~~anitd and taught ua, 
"e are bol.i to sa:~ : 
(Then &ball the"lrieat an~ i 'eople 11ay t"gether the Lo:rd•e :frayet') 
Our Wa tb•~ ••••••• 



.A.21end~...,L_ 

Pri noi»al ooll~otiona or dooumente relating to the bietor1 
ot tb• revision or the South Afr1oan Euahariatio rlte . 

A) CAPE T\JW', 

. (1 )Eirsbo»soourt . - Jdn~.ttee of the lpiaoop4ll ~tn~ . 
(o"nttiinin{i alaa oop1eo o'f ~ane ot tbe 

reporto of the Li. turgi oal Oo~.t t te • and a. oop1 of the 
letitJ.on auNaittai by t.h:a lt\.a~oll••n Jlerg,¥ ot Ntttal ami 
the ~o~•i~•retiRn~ sttashai thereto.) 

(2)0a~e t~n .. Jioeeean l..ibrar,Y • ~u:rob Bouse. 
Reoorde or tbe Liturgical O~itt••· 

l!.eaHu·•n.1uro trQl3 w. H. ""'ir•r• , 0. h. , .J .~. en titled fl~yh W9A~t 
on the PrQ2oa«i ~or.m o~ th~ Jou~b ~frioan 11t~ra~ - l . Aug.l9l8. 

Repo~ t to the lHahop of l-retoria f:rarz a oommi t tee in that 
diooeee appoint.l to oonoider ~ra1•r BoQk ~evieion - 1an . l9l9. 

Repcn:t of liturgioal '~O.Aw::1tte• to tpieoo_p.al Synod .. Tt'eb.lglg. 

Report or l.itur&illal Jcmmitt•• to EpiSI)O:pal Synod ... 1923 

~rinted edition& of the Alt~r~ativo ~~rme of 19~2 & 1924. 
-~--~~--------

Dazel•y anl Goulj • f~~Qoea~a, ror t~e r•vio i on or th• Anai~ 

-?~a~t of t$JlS,eated !!:f~tt4ru..!r.~e toJ>e it!.".~n~~. to the Commit t ee 
of ldahop1. tiatal ... h·art Ri t•) 

A g~•at many doo~ente rela tina to tb~ lator stagee of tbe 
revision and three file~ of eo~r•epond•noe addreeaed t~ 
the ~omm1tt•• bcttween 1930 un·j 194~ . 

(J)tb• Soath.Atrican ?ublio ~ibrary 

In tddi tion to aopie of the JQutq Afr10an l:'.ta,yer .Book ia 
it" final fonzt anJ. th• var.t.ouil tr;~naltttions o.r t.he •am• : 

J.r,inte<l e'.litiona of th• Alt.ern,.a~!Y• (C!tml or l~lg,lg23 & 1924 

4 copy of the ~t•.F.'}•tiv.• .. ! .. OlJl of 1921 ineoribtt!l •J. s.B. 
(i . e . Eart•ley) 1 .4. •'P.R. ~i.(i . e.t'belpa)• 

~. J.B . Go~ld • Revi•ion o r the Euobar1etiQ 1anon (rep~int.t 
fran the ~ha::roh N~ht'onicl• of 2s' June i9f7j' ..;.;;.;.;.:;..;;;.;;.;;....-;;;;.;,.;;:;.;..;.;:.,;:;.;;:._ 

:B) GflAE'Al.:.JTOUN. 

(4)Saint ~aul'a Jollege library 
(a) ''Bazeley Pa»•r• • gl 1'&11 to the -preaen t w .titer -ror the 
Joll•• by 1t re liaze.Ley in l9o6. 

Eaeelet and Goul~ - F~opoaala ete. 

J . J . J:;aaeley .. ( t,yp•saript ••tt~ I ·l'he Jiiljl ioi tl C]f .Ji vin• 
§•tvi qe in, tht~. '?~!!tall gt' Bnsl!f.n.-1 -~ t.t• 



(.Appendix 7 • oon tinaei. } 

J . S. Ba%ele1 • MS. fragments • ohaptera II & III of a 
histort o-r the euohnrietic :dt• in the early ohuroh • 

.t>rlntai 6iit:lonu of the Alternat1te Yo:rma of 19.19, li20. 
1922; 1923 & 1924. . ......... . 

-JO.P¥ of the Alt • rna tJ.'Ie J'o~. of' l~li1t7ltb U3 . al.&ggesU.ona 
for furth~r ~evinion in ~az•le:f'd band. 

(b)t:l• foll~., ing bQOke .4'1e:Jr1bed; 
1hia Doo.k. ~~tas aae.i b:f the aev.J. & •. th&zel ey , ~third llar J.en 
of ut • .faul'a Oollegs, in th~ •JO:mpilation of the 
&oath Afrioan Liturg.Y 'Rhioh waa sbapei w1 thin the 
walls ~f tbia ~ollege. 

l..isaal roe: the l.a~t,;x: (l3u.rna & Oatee Ltd.) nv •di tion, no ·~ate. 
l -ook of dommon .Pryer (A:rnertoa) 1929 
iorteaou• ~ The Yasa" (Lon~ana ) n~ edit ion, 1914. 
Th;tiSoottisb I1 tur5 1 • 12 · . 
Rfll~olph ... A R•1'1e .Ll ·~urg~ (l&owbray) 1'14 
A l'r;.x•r :hgok ReviBel ._., ray) an.iate4 . 
T~a ~rat'~r ~er boofc of ~arJ VI (G~iftith.~arran,»rowne) 

unlat~· '-

(a) 'l.'he library also oontaine, thro·.Jgh the lcin.:ln~aa or 
~ra J.J.B.Gould ani the Rev1 .K . ~.~r1Yer, tb• greater part 
of '::anon Uo1~ld ' a oolleo tion of litl.u-giaal w-ork.a. one or 
the beat tn the countrs. hith thea• booke \t-ere oe:ctain. 
p6p•ra or. v~lue, inol~1ing; 

~$. le,tere to ryanon Goulj from : 
-~'.!'h•·Revd • .kera,v .Jea:rmer .i.) •• i) . dat•d 16 lfO'Titrllber 1910 

The Revd.i'. l~.lUabop 

17 July l9ll 
.. 4 Jan1.1a.r1 1914 
2C kar~b 1916 
14 .Ll•.;,~b•r 1930 

to jjre .baz•l•,y (pre••n teGl 
2~ July l '940 
23 Jevt~ber 1942 

Criilnal Tel egrams re<.2 e.l voJ b1 ]anon Gould f' rQltJ : · 

·rh • a. t . R eyJ . 1". R. J:ih el~a 
l~t t t 6l'8 fl"Olll fJanon rJoul:l 
by ~ra Eazele.Y) 

Tho rlt. Revi. "• R • .L'htlpe ll NOYfll!ber 1919 
l4 BOY~ber 1924 
ll l7ov«mber 19l9 

(ri )Aleo in the Coll•g• lib:rary ia a pri v~ tely bouni 
volum e containing: 
.~harg e to the .Dioaeae of ':'!ap• 'row·n (.Bishop Or!l.y} 
Ai.ireas a1%\ las toral letter ( io ) 
':!bars• ( d4oo ) 
Charge to the .;Jioc ea• or r•a.tal ( ) 
·Jhftrg e to th• .:.>i ocoe e or ·~ape Town ( ·li o ) 
ttith ·Jonetitl.ltion, Aot.a an:i Rellclut1one 

183? : 
1857 
1861 
1664 

of' the ::>,ynoi of ·Jape Iown 
A Letter to .Alwa'bera of the ·,';buroh ( 
Oharge to the .Jiooeee of :}ape row-n ( 
Jonet1tution ani Oanone of the Churoh 
Provino• of 3outh Africa with Aote of 
fira t 1-rovinoial Synod. 

1o 
4o 

or tho 
the 

1866 
) 1867 
) lS?C.' 

16?0 
l;)tatemen ta relat1n~ to proe"edingm about .Biabop 
Jol•n•o etll. (Biabop Grq) 18?0 

Letter to tb• Arob.i,a ocmr,v or .tleorg• 
( A~ohdea~~n Eadn4ll) 1866. 

lheue ·io not boar ·ii1•eot.ly upon the Li turg,v bu.t were 
uo..i f or the bilttOrioal outline given in .Jhapter 'One . 



(Appen-iix 7 • oont1nutd) 

0 ) JOHANN.E:t.m URG 

(b )The tJni v erai ty of the n ~&teraran« ... 
·rne O•n tral. .Jhuroh t\eoo.ccl .L1 L>ral'¥. 

:Baz•l•y .a.n~ UoW.4 ... .f.!~OI?~l!l ~tr:... . 
o.J'.E. Joulti .. c.ev.t.eion o? 1Ee Euo •. la.riiltiC Clt.D\)t) ( rat,~rinte4 
from the Jhruah Jhroniole of ~s June 191"1} 
J;'rint.t e!it1ons of the Alt ernative P.orme ot l9lQ, l92C 
1Q~3 & 19~4 -~----~-------
The lJropon!'l J'orm of' 191\3 

The Li tur11 - . l ·root" oop.v f or r~rther oonsii e;ratJ.on e tc . (Pre toria 
.Ura"' t Rite) 

IJ) Xlh lsSRLlY nn "'!pimoopal Reoor4s Q·r the .:.>1 OOI911J e Of lti:m'b exl ey and :K t.tr'.IDan • 

31!~ l.i ttu·"1 - l~ro9f .. "qR~ .,.~!·~r$ .. ll~r ... 2'::J.!id!:.!l!on -et o (Fx·e toria 
.;)r aft lUte 

A OOJ)i Of tl'l• .Altern a ti v • ~0~ or 19~1 wit~ p•naill~ cen:i• 
a tiona b3 lHabop Oox-e Y>rortne. 

Report or the Li turgi oal JOll!Wi t t·•· t.) £ ,l)iSOOJj)al JJno:l l9l? 

Report or thtl l.i t u:r~i 0al Jemmi~t•~ t.) :£piaoopal JJ nooi l9.Zl 

Letta..r f.rom '!he Jlioet He'VIi . lt • .W. iJ.arte:r, Ar.ohbiahop t)f J~p• 
TGrNn, to the lsi eboptt of the J2:ro'l1no 11 • 1916 

~>is•• t of' the :reports of the :Thap teras of tho j)i ooeaes ot 
Cape Tarn, Grahamato•n and St John• on R•port No 604 of 
the ConvoBation of Oanterburt. 

Report to the Liuhop of fratori B r~~~ a coro~itt~e of tbat 
~iooeae appointed t~ oonaider ~ray•r Book reYi$ion - Nov.l9l8 

ii t. to • ,.b.1919 

~~ornnjum •~bmitt~i to ~pi~oopal Jyno4 on the (Englieh) 
.Prayer :5ook. · eaaur e of l9~? b.Y tb~ He t<i. ~J.J.B. tl ould. 
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llle f£~§§:Qt Stftlg .gr Dt")cumttntotx ,:Nidgngt1 

The principal documentary sources for the history 

of tho rite are listed at~ve in this appendix. It appears 

that Canon Gould intElnded; 1n the l0-1C.s; to write a complete 

history of the South African t'raycr 'Boo\' . Unfortunately he 

diad before he could achieve this ain1, and no manuseript has 

survived ruuongst his papers. In the course of eollectinr 

the rnatorinl ror thi~ projected work Gould ~rote two lettors 

to ~rs BazelOYt the widow of his rormor ecllenguo.1 These 

letters are valuable evidence and 1n5.ic:a.to the rata of a good 

deal or the relevant documents. Mrs Dazeley had sont Gould 

such of her husband • s papers as still existC!d. Gottld • s own 

pnpers hnd been destroyed some tir.o r~re~iously. The papers 

from rrs Eazeley included sorte writtan by Dr.:Jarragh and a 

nearly complete set or the vorlous editions of th<l Scuth African 

rite. In 1942 Gould sent some or tbe papers he bad coll.ectod 

to the Central Church Becord Library, housod Dt the Univers1,ty 

or ,the ~·1twnt~rsrand• nnd oth rs to the South African Public 

Library ,,n Cnpo Town, \itnere they m~y stj.ll bo foundo 2 The 

present Bishop cf I:ashonaland, the :tt. Revd. C_.\~.Aldcrson, 

~'h.O was ~iurdon of ~t. Paul • s Collego tror: l93f to lH43, 

recollects that Gould wrot~ to .him at the t~e offering him 

soee ljturt1eal papers for the Cclloge libro.ry. The only 

trace of this transaction now to be found in the College is 

the ccl1ec:tion of books 1nser1bcd as hevin~ been used by Eaz~loy 

in the preparation of the South African Liturgy, 3 

In tho s~ecnd of his letters to Hrs Eazeloy (dated 

23 SepteMber 19~) Gould described his ~ttempts to locnte 

further ~otorial. Whot he then wrote ngrces almost exactly 

i . .§lWU p. <J.q 'fhcse r letta'rs are now in st.' f'aul • 8 College li.t:rarY.. 
2. sec list given in tho first part . f this oppcndixo 
~. This inocript1on is for :~any r~asons unreliable. sfaS!tR£1 p. '71 f. 
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with the findings of the pr~sent \iriter whose search fer mat• 

erial had been virtually completed by the time those two 

letters of Canon Oould •s carne to lieht. 

Canon Could wrote:1 

*The Bishop of K1~berloy has been secrotary of the Liturg• 
1cnl Cormr.1tteG ever since he took over from Francis 
fhelps when the lattor became Archbishop.• 

(Thot wae in 1931. The Bishop of Rirrberley was Theodore 
GibsOnt subsoquently bishop of' St J'ohn • s . He continued 
as socretary ond later as convener of tho Committee 
until. his ros'gnnt1on in 1950,.) 

'From what t<:rs fhtjlp,; tells !:'lo it saems thet F. il.l. 
destroyed prnctic~lly all hie l1turg1eal papers before 
he left Grahattsto~'D in 19311 anyway he handed none worth 
oroa~ine of to the Bp. or Yimberloy. ' 

(Fer u 11st of 'W:hat has been preserved by the Liturgical 
Co~1ttoe see the Garlier part or this appendix. Bishop 
Fisher, convener of the Committee in succession to lh~lps, 
recalls that no minutes were kopt until Bishop Gibson 
bcc~e secretary and that Phelps used to note a~endments 
in sn interleaved copy of the South .li:~.friean Rite . ) 

'f>.nd. he laf't none at Bishops bourne. • 
(Bishorsbourne is the rosidence or the bishops or Grahawns­

to._'ll. Tho present bishopt tho Rt. Revd . fi.. H.Cullen,D. D., 
who succeeded !'helps, confirms that his predecessor 
left no liturrical papers arnonyst h1s files. ) 

•no!" did he give any to Father Vic t or,' 
(I'at~ar C!t.ttmd Victor, c.~., \.Jns 1 :tt the time when Gould wrot e , 

! .,.ovine~al Archivist, in charge of the Central Church 
;kcord Library.) 

0t:or are thero any at Bishopseourt,• 
(Eishopscourt 1s the reeidance of the archbishops of Cape Town. 

The Revd.C . 'l~.uood., domestic Chaplain to archbishop thelps, 
cevotcd a good deal of his time and stt~ntion to ordering 
th~ records kept at n1shopscourt. He confirms thnt 
there were nc li turp.1cal ~.apers amongst those recc·rds . 
Ther<? is noth1nr relevant at 1~1shopsecurt now e"<cept the 
r:inutcs of the Episcopal Synt~d . ) 

'Or the Irov1nc1al {Jffice. • 
(The only popcrs hov1n~ bearing on 11tu~gic~l revicion now t o 

be ~"oun.l in the i'rovincinl !::eeretary ' s off:icc in Church 
!louse in Cape Town are tbe proof sheets sent out from 
t nplrmd when the ccrn~,late fraysr Boo"" was first published 
by the O. u.P. • after the frr-'l1nc!a1 Synod :i.n lftfC.) 

8 The thre~ bistj_ops _cont 3Ctive :in the ~~l_?,.stares of ~evtsion 
were Chanalcr lJf Blocrnfcntoin l~C2 - . {.:,] ... 1111nms of .;,t 
Johns ~nd Bp. Nash. [c.H. Co~djutor bishop of Cape Town~ 
Sc I wrote to Archdeacon Clarke Chandler's biographer 
to Williams's executor, and Bp.~nsh at ~1rf1e!d; Tho ~irst 
had round nothing about th1. s.A.Liturgy in all the papers 

i;'Th(; text of'Gouldlo letter is printed botow 1n tnverted­
co~us. r:y o~ explanatory notet are in brackets after 
each clause or sentence requiring comment. 
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he went through, and the two others had destro~.red them 
all. But at Yimborley there was· a file or Dp. Gore­
Browne's, who was not on th~ Liturv1cal Co~r.ittee, but 
who had ltept some - at all events - or the papers he 
had received as a me~h~r of Epi~copal Synod: and that was 
a really use.ful find.' 

(These pa~ors still exist in th~ files of the bishops cf 
l:il!lberley • see the liE;t in the earlior part cf this 
appendix. They wero used by the present Bishop of Goorge 9 
the RtQRevd. \J . Hunter, when he was at Kimberley, for a 
paper en the South African rite. It was throu;h hitn that 
the r.rosent writer learnt of thEir existence . At George, 
itself! os in most other dioceses, n(.,ne of the early 
liturg cal parers hevG been pres..,rved. ) 

l.n aodi.tion to thf' v~rious sources mentioned t:y Gould 

in thr. lottc:;r quot~d .3bove, there a.re the records of the 

l.i turgieal Corr.r·1ttee, now housed in the DicC(?Stm Library in 

Cape Town. No rn1nut.cs were kept until 1931; and ncne of 

the corraspondr·nce and only a r~.,; of the n:oro r./bviously i!l'!port• 

ant papers wore preserved before that da.te. After 1~31, when 

the 11 tur~y had already rece:tved final rntiti cation from 

frovincial Synod, evf~rythin" seems to h;ave teen kept, :including 

letters from persons t..rho were quite obviously me· tally unbaltmcad. 

Amongst this very complete c0Jlect1on is anothP¥> letter frcm 

Goul d, dated 2C December 1H11, :in ·.-.hich ho cc:mpJains to the 

secretary of the Co~mittee that he has been unable to find 

ony liturgical papers for the period 1917 - 24 at B~.shopscourt 

in ~ape To~n. This letter belongs to the sarr.e period ns Gould's 

letters to rrs . Eazoley and w:ts written in the ccursc of his 

saareh tor material ror :1 history of' thP rite. 

The oaterial lrept at tho Central Church Rec(·.rd 

Library consists chiefly of. the pamphlets sent there by Gould 

in 1942.1 This is true dlso of the documents in the South 

t.fri.can Public l.ibrary. 

The minutes of the Episcopal. Synod, tt·er~t at Bishops­

ccurt, are, \+.'hare relevant at 311 , chiefly a formal list of 

resolutions proposed, adopted, or rejected, on the reconf!'cnd­

ation of tha Li.turf1Cal Corr-Jr.ittee. rH:'J th~ minutes often refer 

simply to the numbers of the paragraphs in the Cov~ittce's 

-~~------~------------~~~----------------------------1 . rsee .§!aP.£Q tt40 pafe s rrevicusly. 
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reports and as not ell theso ro_1:.orts now exist, it is not always 

possible to dcterrtine exactly what ..,,piscopal Dy.ncd did decide · 

~xce~t by reference to the printed editions of the rite issued 

after the sess~ on ~· f the Synod. This moans that ono can always 

discover ~hat vent int o th~ rite, but not always what was 

rejectod. Cnly constant refercnee to thG reports wruld make 

1.t possible to interpret the minutes exactly, nnd the Ir.sttor 

1s further con;plicated by the fac t thfl t, whereas the t.inutes 

are k12pt at the archbishop's holile , tho reports , where these 

ex!st at all, are some times to bP. found only in a place some 

hundreds or mj.les nway. Conttnual cross- reference and comp­

arison is 1ttposs1bl~. The proceedings ef Et.~iscopal 3ynod t moN·~· 

ever, are never made public (except for brief statements issued 

occasion"lly by the Synod) and the trinutes ccul.d not , of course, 

t~e re::.ovod frou; tishopscourt. IndPed, it was only through 

the kir.d..'less of the late archbishop, the l:cst Revd, Dr.Geoffrey 

Clayton , that this source of inforftat1on was made available 

at all . 

Some or tht: papers frOTil the dioceoc or St Johns have 

been preserved by the Bevd, G. Baeon, roetor or l~aclear ., The 

rnC";st valuablti of these 1s a copy of the' paper re3d to the 

Soe1oty of Sacred Study in that diocoso by Canon ~~.son ,.l 

Another valuable source of 1nfor~at1on is the ficvd. 

R.c . o. Jasper ' s collection or thr-: liturr:!.cal papers of' bishop 

f'rere . 2 Both J.:r. Je.sper and r.~athor Bernard Horner , C.R, , Frere •s 

11t~rary ex~cutor, assure ~e thot all tho pa~ers left by tho 

bishop which hav~ a bearin~ on the South African rite were 

included in that eollee tion. 

In tl:u:• al::sancc cf any correspondence nd<~remsed to the 
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Liturgical Cor~rnittee during the years in wh1eh the eucharistic 

liturgy was framed, the eorrespondence column~ of the ~bY£~~. 

<:,hropic~e, tner1 the crr:tcic.tl jC'urnal or the rrcvince, have 

prov€d invaluable. A full set of the bound volu~es or this 

magazine are kept ir1 the Dtocesan l..it-rary in Cape Towno 

Volu.-ne XXI (lt)E4) of the series contains rm artielc by Canon 

Gould entitled ~hf' Soyttf AfriCAn L:ttVtf€Y; a very short but 

1llu~innt1ng account or r~v1s1on up to 1924. Gould•s 

account needs some correction in matters or detail which have 

bean ncted 1n the body of thib study,2 but tho rngin outline 

1s rel1able. The art1ala ~ras \!.rri tten just before the rresent 

South African r1 to was pre sen te<i to P<-o"''C"\c.}o. \ Synod for the 

f1rst ti!ne. 

Also by Gould, but C>f lass velue for this study• 1s 

a cha.r·tor 1n H;!~£ortco1 •1.1ecordfi on the episcopate of bishop 

Fhelps, 'Which rcf~rs 1n pert to the beginnings cr revision 

in this country. Another ehepter c,f ,H1s;torj.2al iJecQrsh! 1s 

avowedly devotea to th.~ South African liturr.y, but it is 

very brief rnd consists ehicfly of two extracts from ~~ 

P:iDtzdOM9 tho magazine of the diocese of F'retoria. .~ome not 

very det:2ilod inforrr.otion may nlso be found in k~~r&z ""sl 
~ 

h'2t ibJ. {?. "' 

I t•t • 
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Frayer; .. acc::illon, 190g. 

Principles or Preyer look Rev1sion, (Ropo7t on ncv1ston 1n 
Anp11can Co~mun1on)1 S. P. C. R. , 1957. (C.I.P. B.C.Committee). 

t-rayor T;,ool' Revision n the Churcll of i n;:land; (' ·a~""'orondtm. 
of the C. of E. Liturpieol Cot 1ee1on), S.1 .C. K. i 1~57. 
Riley, A. - Frayer nook Revisions lcuin Club, 911. 
SUter, J .w., C: G. J . Cloavr>lond - 'l'ho #~r:r1etll1 Book of Cor..n:on 

Frayer; o.u.P. , 1~19. 
Thornd1to - \1/orkc; ( Library of Anrlo..Cathol1c Theology), 

(6 Vol3. ), farker, 1~44. 
\Jand, J.\~.c . - The High Church Schism; Faith Fl"oss, ll15l. 
~1irgman, A. T. - The Frayor l:'col~ with Scripture 'roofs J 

oomrose « Sons, {f!nd. t <}. ), lBt4. 

IV. Soytb t.tricar. c~:mt!$h ;:is~~Y· 
Constitution ,..-E~ono; {··out /,!rieo)1 \!; ill 1om Foster, lf?O. 

do. (1030), Church f·ouse, 19"~2. 
do. (19&··) do. , lf\£2. 

Covstitu~ion ._ Ctmont:Jt (Central /J.fric!a), (cyc1.ontylod), :t.Ot\S. 
Clnrl,.c, H.Lowther• • C.onst1tut1onal Chureh Govcrnr.entt 

s.P.c .K., 1924. 
Gray• R. - V1s1totion Chcr{!oo ete. ; (sno aprorlJix 7) 

St~ toccnt in e nncot1on · •. 1 th Dr. Colenoo 1 Riving­
ton's, (2nd . .... d.) t lf6'i' • 

Gray, c. -Lite or Robert Grays (2 Vols. ), n1v1npton •s, lf?G. 
lhtl.lr'e1 F.n . ... Blackwall to floemfontoint s . A.Churcl1 Pt•blieat1cm~ 

l9fc. 
Lcw1a, C., l G. E. Edwords - ~!~stor1eal Records of t.ha Chur~h of 

the frovincc of South AfrieaJ S.P.c.v., 1934. 
t•otrowich, F. c. - Asae~oi Ov~r tho Hills; 11 . ';;itt1,'1:ins. 195~. 
Page, r .. T. • The ·;arvest of Good Hope; s.r.c.K. , l£':17. 
Pierce Jonos • Frocosaion of W~tnesSJ (privately printed), 19~7. 
'tirgrnn, A .. T. - Storm ontt Gtm~hine in South ~rricn; I.ongrrans, 

Grcon U: Co., 192~. 
Life of Jot.cs Green; (2 Vols.), Longman a & Co. , 

1909. 
\vood., i.J.H.! • - A Fa thcr irJ God; r~acm11lan & co. , 1013. 



0 1blior.~uphy) 

V, ,L1t;urg~ga;L Toxy. 

Ante-r1e"'na Christian Libr~y - Early Liturg1ea; ~.c;·. T.,Clor! , 
lf72. 

~mold, J . U. - '.nglican Li turgios; G. !'J. P., 1n~ "'• 
Brett, T. - frine1p·""~l Li turgiosf R!vinctons, lt ~ • 
Brifhtt'lan , F.F.. - L1tul~gies Eastern oncl \oJostems Vol ,. :t., 

c.G.P. t lf96. 
Clour:rh, R. G. ,• T.n.P.Popa ... Tho O:lv:!.nc Office!\ cf the Reformed 
Fpise(\pn1. Churches or Spain and I o:rtur.ol; Pt'rtrt 'ire &. Co., 

lffP.. 
Doll, P. - F'ragn;~:nta L1 tur~iea; (7 Ve:ls.) , Finns & Goodtdnt 

164!:. 
Reliquiae 11turgicaet (t Vols.)l do. lf-47. 

Ha!'den1 J.~~ . .. rbo f'J'tophoras or the : th1pp c Ljtur~y; 
s. t .c,. K., 10:".!- • . 

Hcrdnan1 C·. - t. lroyot' Pool: tor 1949; (prive.t~ly publ1shod.) 
(3 Vols.), 1949. 

Y~ox, John, lJ!turry of; Glasgow C. P., lffG. 
tinton, A. • Twenty Five Consecration Pr ayer.J; S. P.C.K.,l~2l . 
Litt~V.Y and oth~r Divine CffioesJ (Catho)1c Aposto11e.) , lf53. 
Lord's SUppcr; (Church of South India), o.n. P.(Rcvi~od.&1. ) 

lfJLtG. 
t:lew Cou.union Cf.tice; C/on- Jurors •) 17.U: 1 ... eelpy mnde for this 

prooent study by the l.cr.;(1.H.H.Collier1 J' . J. ., fran: the 
text :tn t:n interleaved copy ot t~e 16'12 Bcolt 1n Sion Collogo 
library itl L<>ndon. 

New froyor F~ok; (n~ .w.T~roplo) (4 Vols.}, O.U.l.1~2~. 
l "'rl ct•, J ... F i .:"nt l r'1ycar Pool~ of lid·.·ord VI J hu·l·cr t\ 1877. 
Prayer Book RevisedJ ( lntro. Up. Gore,), fowbray, l 11. 
Fro.yar Ecolr ea Rovisod by tho .Lnt:lish Church T;tliOi•; O.U.I • 
Freyer Book :·easure , Dool'= roterrod to inJ r~:ltionnl Asoer'bly, 

lfl};7. 
F·r yer l.loolr t•easuro, (N.A.t?4); !b.tional Assembly, 1923. 
Randolphl B.~ . - A Revised Liturgy; l'ow'bray, lfJ14. 
nurvey o.~. Propo.oula for the Al tcrnotivc I rnyer Ecol·; Alcuin 

CJuh, (~ V~ls.), 192~. 

VI. T 
Froposa s or t o Bev 
in P.ibJioFrnphy II!. 

1r~ ~{ u t. Afr1s£l. 
tbo Ar.n.t-hora - see Dazoloy 

f t'OI<<)SCd Form of tho South African i .. iturey; He 1nald Guost , 
Crahaosto~m, l91f. 

In /.1 trt·not~.Vt: ro~m of tho Craer for tho m1Mird.strat10ll of 
the Holy Coi tmn1on; Gr cott .& Shcrry,Gr'lhomstown, 1919. 

do. do. 1920. 
do. S. J .C. K. undated. 
do. Grr..cott &. Sherry ,cruharnsto\vn , 1~22. 
do. do. 1nc~. 
do. 8 . P. <:'.Y". 1D2·:. 

Au Alt0rnst!ve Liturgy; John :l·tnrrle!on , Durllttn, U.."ldnted. 
1'hc L! tur~ty; (no printers t narC~) • Johonnooture, 1~21. 

VII.~ t 

Churcll hron <.:lo; 1 cri od cal o.: t (.; r tt> Pr.ovineo 
of south .t.rr:teo_, __ nov no lor1r;er published) - 1/ols. X-XII, 
XIV-XVIII XX, XXI. 

Church Quart~rly Bcv1ow; - Vols. LXVII, LXXV, uc·x, LXXii':VI, XC. 
Journal of tecl~s1astical Jlistory1 • \Tol . II. 



-
(Dib11oeraphy) 

The :tangdotn; c··c~thly r.1agazino or the .:t!oeoac or Pretoria.) 
Volum(' ror 1})14. 

~hr 1'ewsletter; (.~or.thly r;;~p-azine of th.o dic.,eesE. of G:t•ahorr:s­
tolJitl), Volt'lt.lo for 19lfi, lDlO. 

Tbcolopy; Vols. II, LVII. 
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